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This essay began as a series of explorations designed to 
find out what goes on in the mind of anyone listening to a 
sermon. They were addressed at first to many patient 
people attending conferences at the College of Preachers in 
Washington, D.C. An invitation to give the Bradner 
Lectures at the Episcopal Theological School in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, provided an opportunity to give these 
reflections a more formal shape, now in these pages 
enlarged and annotated. 

But “explorations” they remain. Even arranged in 
chapter form, they may be thought of as forming an 
extended introduction to a book not yet written, the 
substance of which may be indicated by the studies referred 
to in the notes. They are concerned with the listener as one 
who makes sense of his universe, and since it is the listener 
rather than the preacher who is the center of attention, 
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much of the usual material relevant to a study of preaching 
is left out. Questions concerning orthodoxy of content, or 
concerning the problem of how to present the Divine 
Word in human words, or concerning the arts of presenta- 
tion—these, and other prescribed topics for works on 
homiletics, are chapters in other books, and a surfeit of 
them is readily available. 

There are, however, chapters that ought to have been 
written and are omitted with regret. The mind defies 
summary treatment, and these explorations are summary 
indeed, leaving important areas unvisited, such as the 
extensions of consciousness, the springs of creativity, and 
the upper reaches of the imagination. The explorations 
have just begun. 

The Lester Bradner Lectures, established by the children 
of Lester Bradner (1876-1929), are shared by the Episcopal 
Theological School, Cambridge, Massachusetts, the Protes- 
tant Episcopal Theological Seminary in Virginia, and the 
General Theological Seminary, New York. The lectures 
presented here were delivered in Cambridge in December 
1971, and the author is greatly indebted to the dean, the 
trustees, and faculty of the school for their hospitality, and 
to the trustees of the Lester Bradner Lectureship for the 
honor of being invited to give the lectures. 
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(t) deceiving Messages 
from the [Hottie 


I begin in an appropriate state of anxiety, for I intend to 
hold forth page after page on that most unlikely of 
subjects: preaching. If there can be anything deadlier than a 
sermon, it must be a discussion of sermons, a sermon on 
sermons. 

Yet it is just this strange, dull, persistent, anachronistic 
action that illuminates an odd, rather baffling aspect of our 
life as a people. The sermon as an event may be, to speak 
with restraint, uneventful, but as a symptom it yields on 
analysis unsuspectedly rich information about the state of 
our minds. The demonstration of this will be the theme of 
the pages to come, but at least a preliminary justification 
of the thesis can be put this way, that at the time of the 
sermon the vast majority of the people in our particular 
corner of Western civilization encounter their only system- 
atic exposure to any kind of reflection on the meaning of 
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things. More people hear sermons than read editorials, 
attend plays, or discuss B. F. Skinner. Our general 
metaphysical state of mind may be exposed by a study of 
preaching, for it is a cultural event that reveals the working 
of those mysterious forces that shape values and determine 
presuppositions. 

For the sermon is at once popular and profound. The 
preacher tries to probe the depths, but with only the tools 
that are handy. He takes the flower in the crannied wall and 
urges us toward an awareness of its eternal meaning, 
sometimes by way of Karl Barth, John Calvin, Augustine, 
Paul, and a parable from Luke's gospel; it is a long ladder 
to ascend, and not everyone makes it to the top. 

The themes of the sermon range from the common 
immediacies of daily issues to deeper and more abstract 
presuppositions about life, some of them consciously 
brought to the surface, some of them hidden but active, 
shaping the imagination from below. Like a great lens, the 
sermon draws light from many sources and tries to bring it 
to a focus, happily as an illumination upon some matter of 
current concern. 

Although the sermon may be described as an isolated 
| event (reported at Sunday dinner by those who heard it in 
an effort to edify those who stayed away) it can best be 
understood as an element in a system, and as related to other 
| systems. It occurs almost without exception. within. the 
context of a sacred rite, a liturgy, which means that it is 
carefully orchestrated as a part of a complex structure. It 
has a place (pulpit), an appropriate s2me-length, and in many 
liturgies, a proper /zme-position. The actors who engage in 
the sermon have their traditional parts, places, and 
behavior, all related to the institutional context of the 
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event. Few public actions are so carefully set within a 
defined network of interlocked procedures. 

Yet the sermon is not just one thing systematically 
related to other things, other systems. It is also an art form, 
which means that it has an internal system of fantastic 
complexity. Its internal elements comprise a system which, 
one hopes, is under the control of its creator, and which is 
designed to have its own unity, form, and theme. Its form, ' 
like its cognitive content, reverberates in various ways with 
that larger aesthetic system that is now often discussed 
under the heading of media. The sermon as a medium of 
communication requires our special attention, for 1f cogni- 
tive content (values and metaphysics) ranks low in our | 
culture, aesthetic form (media and style) ranks high. As a | 
people we may not have much to say that is enlightening, 
but we can say it with the speed of light, and to millions. 

These elements of the larger system are visible, and 
operate almost automatically. More subtle interrelation- 
ships, less visible, are equally important. For the sermon is 
a cognitive event as well as an experienced action (it is ex- 
perienced, and therefore more than just cognitive, for it 
taps emotions, the subconscious, and other human behav- 
iors). As a cognitive event, the sermon functions as part of 
a vast and diffuse system, the belief- disbelief system of a 
particular time and place. Both preacher and listener share - 
in this system, in as many ways as there are warm bodies 
present, and we shall be interested in the differences among 
them and in the similarities. As a congregation (such as a 
group of blue-collar Methodists in Akron, Ohio) they 
exemplify a belief system held in common; that’s one of the 
reasons they get together. But they share with the Polish 
Roman Catholics nearby, and even with the sleeping 
agnostics who have not yet awakened to read the Sunday 


13 


comics, a larger belief system: an American twentieth- 
century version of Western European Judaeo-Christian 
culture, which is a very muddied river indeed, fed by many 
alien streams, and running rather dry these days. 

We are a people confronted by massive shifts and 
changes in the value system that we had been taking for 
granted. That has been an unsettling experience, and to 
make it worse, the changes are occurring in an area of life 
where we have never operated easily; indeed, who ever has? 
Philosophy has never really been the American thing, 
except for Transcendentalism, Pragmatism, and its relatives. 
This situation gives new responsibilities to preaching, for 
we recognize that the sermon is one place, at least, where 
our rather nonmetaphysical culture can legitimately expect 
‘such matters as values to be dealt with. Since a nation can 
neglect all the standard topics of an introductory course in 
philosophy just so long, a place that provides public and 
frequent reflection on first principles becomes a place of 
national importance. Just those matters which higher 
education has not handled very well in recent years are the 
ones that the sermon takes as its primary business, and the 
preacher conducts today what may be as strange a system of 
‘adult education as any culture has ever tried. It is an 
astonishing effort at groundroots metaphysics, and to 
borrow Johnson's male chauvinist comment on women 
preaching—it is not surprising that it is done badly, but 
surprising, rather, that it is done at all, especially in what 
we are told is an individualistic, sensuous, materialistic, 
cynical, and anti-intellectual society. All the more surpris- 
ing that since it is indeed done badly, it nevertheless 
continues to be done. 

It is the interaction of these various systems that will 
involve us in that rather new, interdisciplinary set of studies 
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called, “human communication theory." ! For what holds | 
these subsystems together into a larger system, operating | 
constantly in both open and hidden ways, z the transfer of \ 
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information. All the systems are communication systems. A 
system is maintained within itself and is kept in rapport 
with other systems by the movement of information within 
it^ The body of a system is its structure, but communication 
is its soul. One could define a system as a communications 
complex maintained by the circulation within it of 
appropriate information: genetic, neural, linguistic, sym- 
bolic, the language that is common to the system. As a 
communication event, the sermon attempts to form a 
homiletical system from several existing systems, weaving 
together into a new supersystem the loose systems of ideas 
and feelings that form the religious heritage and the several 
secular systems operating within the culture. 

The focal point of all this is the listener, each individual 
person who is the central point of the intricate cobweb of 
lines of influence and concern that make up a fragile life. As 
he sits before the preacher, he could be considered, not too 
mechanically I hope, the most fantastic processor of 
information that the world has ever seen, weaving into 
some sort of personal pattern the inputs from his age, his 
country, his work, his family, his friends, and from a 
hundred sources of packaged information, and shaping all 
this with the help of experiences and learnings too various 
to list. He survives and grows by processing the informa- 
tion received from his environment. He observes, remem- 
bers, reflects, imagines, and makes sense of his universe. 

The preacher, standing in his special place, looks across 
at this processing creature and asks the complex question: 
“What shall I do to help him grow? How shall I enable 
him to perceive, to understand, and to act: to do the human 
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thing with the aid of those who have been most human 
before him?" As a preacher, his function is not "to 
communicate." His function is to enable the listener to 
communicate with his universe; that is, to receive the 
\bombardment of data from his world and to make useful 
sense of it. For this process is the distinctively human work, 
beginning with our first sensory responses to our environ- 
ment, and continuing on to metaphysics, and for which we 
are given the extraordinary instrument we call the mind. 

The preacher enters this process at a very high level. Or, 
to reverse the metaphor, at the level of depth. His function 
is partly therapeutic, partly educational. He does not drop a 
"message" into a box made ready for it. He hopes to adjust, 
delicately, some elements of the receiving mechanism to 
help it function more adequately. Like any good teacher or 
therapist, he hopes to make himself dispensable. 

This is our theme, this is our purpose in these pages: to 
work out a theory of preaching that takes seriously a person 
as a center where messages from a universe are received and 
dealt with, and which is based on an analysis of a person as 
one who does that, unlikely though it may at first sound. It 
is an approach that draws upon whatever we can find out 
about man as a processor of information, and at the same 
time it keeps an ear cocked to those who cry out, with a 
certain proper irritation, "But man is more than this!" 

And to begin, we drop back twenty-five years, and 
observe the emergence of an analytical tool that we propose 
to use. 


16 


be a AS CUTCE 
ee tation 


The year is 1948. In that year, in a magazine with the 
unheroic title The Bell System Technical Journal, an article 
was published by Claude Shannon on “A Mathematical 
Theory of Communication.” In the same year a second 
publication appeared: Cybernetics: or Control and Communica- 
tion in the Animal and in the Machine, by Norbert Wiener.! | 
Probably far more people noticed Wiener’s book than 
Shannon’s article, but in retrospect either publication could 
make the year memorable, and taken together they mark 
the coming of age of important ideas. If an era was not 
born in 1948, at least it achieved then a new degree of 
self-awareness, and several names, and we can take one of 
them as a convenient label: 1948 inaugurates the serious 
study of “communication.” 

But even as we say that we are in trouble. Clearly the 
study of communication did not begin in 1948. It might be 
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maintained that it began in Eden, when Adam named the 
animals (and reaching, perhaps, a crisis of research at the 
Tower of Babel). And the word communication can seem 
paradoxically self-defeating. It has an unpleasantly dull 
sound, like a cracked bell, seeming to deny by its own 
sound its very sense, or to be a pedantic way of avoiding 
shorter and better terms like "speech" or "talk." As a word, 
"communication" does not communicate. 

Yet the word has been formalized and has become the 
label for a box full of strange things. All sorts of special 
meanings have been crowded into it. It might have been 
better to have invented a new word, one which would warn 
everyone by its novelty that it is intended to point to an 
arbitrary collection of data. This was, in fact, what Norbert 
Wiener intended to do with the word cybernetics. 


Cybernetics is a word invented to define a new field in 
science. It combines under one heading the study of what 
in a human context is sometimes loosely described as 
thinking and in engineering is known as control and 
communication. In other words, cybernetics attempts to 
find the common elements in the functioning of automatic 
machines and of the human nervous system, and to 
develop a theory which will cover the entire field of 
control and communication in machines and in living 


organisms.” 


Wiener derived the word from the Greek word for 
steersman (xuBepyvyrns) discovering later that it had been 
used in 1934 by Ampere in his Esai sur la Philosophie des 
Sciences, and that the Latin cognate, “governor,” had been 
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used by James Clark Maxwell to designate the familiar 
control mechanism. l 

Nevertheless, in contrast to “pragmatism,” described by 
William James as “a new word for some old ways of 
thinking,” ? it was the fate of “communication” to become 
an old word for many new ways of thinking. “Communica-/_ 
tion theory," concerning the transfer of "information," - 
combines a mathematical theory with the practical needs 
that Shannon faced in dealing with matters of electrical 
communication. The problems he was dealing with were 
engineering problems, and they had engaged scientists for 
some years. Since we are more likely to know the history of 
the Civil War than we are of the development of science, a 
rapid listing of a few major achievements in electrical 
communication may be helpful. As early as 1746, Sir 
William Watson had sent a current of electricity over 
10,600 feet of wire, and a few years later an anonymous 
writer in Scots Magazine suggested a telegraph system using 
one wire for each letter. Various double or multiwire 
systems were tried, but it was Samuel F. B. Morse who 
demonstrated in 1838 to the President and his Cabinet, a 
workable system extending over the forty miles between 
Baltimore and Washington, and with that formal success, 
and the establishment of a commercial system over that 
distance in 1844, telegraphy was on its way. The origins of 
the telephone with Alexander Graham Bell and his first 
successful message to Mr. Watson are now a part of 
technology’s folklore. The growth of the use of telephones 
began slowly but expanded rapidly. In 1880, there were 
47,000 telephones in use; in 1890, 227,000; in 1900, there 
were 1,355,000; in 1910, there were 7,635,400; and in 1920, 
13,329,400. Radio and television are twentieth-century 
achievements. 
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By 1922, when The Bell System Technical Journal was 
founded, the demands on electrical communication equip- 
ment were mounting. What was needed was an understand- 
ing of the capacity of electrical channels to take messages: 
how many, how clearly, how cheaply. Shannon was 
working within a growing body of theoretical work which 
was not only English and American, but international; 
important contributions came, for example, from Germany 
by Kupfmuller and from Russia by Kolmogoroff. 

A significant aspect of this work is the way it seemed 
applicable not only to the problems of message transmis- 
sion electrically for which it was intended, but also to any 
kind of communication. In the foreword to the first issue of 
the Journal it was said, “A casual examination of recent 
technical literature dealing with electrical communication 
would show articles which touch upon almost every branch 
of human activity which we designate as science." The first 
volume of the Journal included articles illustrative of such 
outward reaching. “The Nature of Speech and Its Interpre- 
tation" was one, and "Physical Characteristics and Dynamic 
Analysis of the External Ear" was another. 

In the creative period between 1928, the date of an 
important article by R. V. L. Hartley on “The Transmis- 
sion of Information," and Shannon's article (“The Mathe- 
matical Theory of Information") in 1948, the words 
communication and information took on special meanings, 
leading inevitably to confusion with the general meanings 
of the words. 

As a mathematical theory, the work of "information 
theory" was of great generality, and the details concerning 
it need not detain us, but it must be noted that the old 
word information is used with a special meaning referring 
to the measurement of messages and not to their semantic 
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content. Nevertheless, communication studies spread as a 
special approach to many academic disciplines. The basic 
mathematical ideas of information theory proved applicable 
to many processes in nature. Like the spreading of the idea 
of "evolution" into many fields of study after Darwin, the 
ideas of information theory were taken up rapidly after the 
publications of Shannon and Wiener. A study has been 
made of the first actual citations in academic literature of 
Wiener’s book and of Shannon’s article (or of its reprinting 
in 1949 with an explanatory essay by Warren Weaver).° 
Like an exfoliation of a family tree from two ancestors the 
bibliographical progeny can be traced. 

It begins with psychiatry, in an article by Warren 
McCulloch on “The Brain as a Computing Machine” in 
1949; in the same year, in an article that was to be widely 
influential, F. C. Frick and G. A. Miller added to the 
statistical study of biology the insights of information 
theory in their article, “Statistical Behavioristics and 
Sequences of Responses." H. Jacobson, in 1950, developed 
the ideas of Shannon for a study in physiology: “The 
Informational Capacity of the Human Ear,” and in the next 
year reported similar studies of the eye. In 1950, 
N. Rashevsky published “Some Bio-sociological Aspects of 
the Mathematical Theory of Communication.” Otto Straus 
considered its use in linguistics in “The Relation of 
Phonetics and Linguistics to Communication Theory” and 
Dennis Gabor reviewed its value to physics in “Communi- 
cation Theory and Physics," both in 1950. In 1951, Wilbur 
Schramm. brought together two lines of study, divergent in 
origin but now interrelated, in "Information Theory and 
Mass Communication." 

R. L. Dahling, who made the study of the spreading 
influence of the papers by Shannon and Wiener, notes the 
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importance of academic centers and interdisciplinary confer- 
ences for the growing excitement about information theory. 
Louis Ridenour at the University of Illinois showed the 
Shannon article to Wilbur Schramm, who was in charge of 
the university press, and suggested that Warren Weaver do 
an exposition of the Shannon article and that they be 
published together. Ridenour, Schramm, and the Library 
School at the university then arranged a symposium on the 
use of information theory in library science, and in 1951, 
the papers of the symposium. were published as Brbliography 
in an Age of Science? 

Henry Quastler, a physician and radiologist, returned to 
the university at about that time and directed a symposium 
published as Information Theory in Biology.’ Charles Osgood 
and George Miller had been working on the possibilities of 
the theory of information for linguistics, and Miller came 
to the University of Illinois to lecture. They arranged a 
symposium in 1954, and the papers, edited by Quastler, 
were published as Information Theory in Psychology. In 1953, 
the University of Indiana had held a symposium on 
psycholinguistics, and Osgood, with T. A. Sebrock, pub- 
lished a report of its work as Psycholinguzstics: A Survey of 
Theory and Practice, incorporating information theory.? | 

It was in 1955 that Wilbur Schramm specifically related 
the Shannon model of the communication process to the 
study of mass communication. Research in mass communi- 
cation had had a long history, ranging all the way from 
basic psychological studies of interpersonal and social 
relationships to studies focused on the specific functioning 
of various kinds of communication media, such as the 
public press.^ Within these studies of what seems more 
obviously to be “communication” and the transfer of 
"information" in the commonly accepted meanings of those 
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words, the decades since World War II have produced a 
drawing together of what have often been isolated and 
diverse fields: small group behavior, propaganda, public 
speaking, personnel management, as well as mass media. 
To the commonly accepted idea of "organism," and its 
metaphorical applications outside the realms of biology, we 
may now add the concepts of the various forms of 
communication theory, with its mathematical information 
theory, cybernetics and feedback ideas, and their related 
notions, as providing a fresh look at how organisms 
operate. With an almost religious enthusiasm Harley C. 


Shands has said: 


The present discussion has the purpose of suggesting that 
perhaps the most important movement now observable is 
that of the creation of a massive new discipline combining 
elements of existing approaches throughout the arts and 
sciences. This discipline threatens to make obsolete all 
previous theories in philosophy as it increasingly asserts its 
right to the status of a “meta-discipline” under which all 
others can be subsumed as special cases with particular 
goals and methods. The field is generally concerned with 
communication, but in a way which makes it different from 
epistemology, semantics, symbolism, lexicography, linguis- 
tics, and the host of other disciplines in which there are 
already well-defined careers and courses." 


Attempts have been made to give this new discipline a 
definition. Colin Cherry offers this one: 


Perhaps the simplest and broadest definition of the word 


"communication" is afforded by this statement: "It is that 
which links any organism together." Here "organism" may 
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mean two friends in conversation, newspapers and their 
reading public, a country and its postal service and 
telephone system. At another level it may refer to the 
nervous system of an animal, while at another it may relate 
to a civilization and its culture. When communication 


ceases, the organism breaks up." 


And to this brief list he could have added: the sermon 
within the worshiping body of religious people. Such a 
body is a complex organism indeed, with multiple commu- 
nication channels operating both within it, and between it 
and its environment. Each of these organic entities that 
Colin Cherry mentioned works out its own subdefinition of 
“communication,” one appropriate to its life and structures. 
So with the sermon; any communications approach to the 
sermon must respect what is unique to that activity, and 
avoid the temptation to locate it under some other, such as 
“mass communication,” or public speaking, or drama, or 
anything else. Yet a truly creative concept brings to diverse 
activities an interpretive model that preserves uniqueness 
even as it sets it within a larger family of behaviors. 
Encouraged by the successes of the communications model 
in areas as different as brain functions and the management 
of a business office, we shall look for whatever illumination 
communication theory can bring to preaching, respectfully 
aware that that is a behavior that is rich and strange. 
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A good place to begin is with Shannon’s original model. 
As a model it has an elegant clarity, and it is simple enough 
to be safe, for it will not seduce us into thinking that it 
plots the location of all significant details. Let us find in it a 
first schematic view of the main process. 


MATIN 
TRANSMITTER CHANNEL RECEIVER DESTINATION 


MESSAGE SIGNAL RECEIVED MESSAGE 
SIGNAL 


NOISE SOURCE 


The model is easily read. An information source 
generates a message, and submits it to a transmitting 
process which codes it into a form which can be 
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conveniently sent as a series of signals across a channel. 
The signals are received by a matching decoding element to 
reproduce from the received signal the original message, 
which is then available to the destination. Since Shannon 
was chiefly concerned with electronic communication, he 
was aware of the special importance of the channel and of 
its capacity to take many messages quickly and cheaply. 
Since no channel operates with absolute purity, a certain 
amount of noise is generated within it, and this joins the 
transmitted signal and is received at the destination. Thus 
the signal-to-noise ratio becomes important; too much 
noise can obscure the signal If the signal contains 
"redundancy" (such as repetitions and clarifications, or 
highly probable elements) the receiver and destination can 
tolerate a high signal-to-noise ratio. “One if by land or two 
if by sea,” however, is a message that might easily be 
distorted by faults in the system. 

Shannon’s basic model has received extensive enlarge- 
ments by those who are working with human communica- 
tion, as indeed it must for any application.? A glance at the 
interior of a television set suggests that the term “receiver” 
is pretty far from being an adequate description of what is 
there. Yet even in its simple form it can help to begin the 
process of analysis. Let us make with its help a preliminary 
analysis of the preaching event. 


One might begin by saying, with some justification, that 
the situation to be described is “the preacher delivering a 
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sermon to the congregation,’ 
follows: 


and arrange the elements as 







SERMON 





PREACHER CONGREGATION 
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The Shannon diagram asks us to make important distinc- 
tions. Within the preacher, it says, are at least two 
separable functions: his origination of the message, and his 
formation of it into communicable form. Furthermore, 
within the congregation, each listener must exercise at least 
two separable functions: receiving the message and assimi- 
lating it. The delivery of the sermon functions as channel, 
usually by voice and by nonverbal behavior on the part of 
the preacher. From the point of view of the listener, other 
sounds and sights also are received, so the channel is 
infected by noise, with which the sermon must compete. 
When an elderly parishioner in the front row snores loudly, 
the signal-to-noise ratio can be disastrous for message 
transmission. 

As in most, if not all, human communication, feedback 
also occurs, following the Shannon pattern, but this time 
from listener (alone and as a member of the group) to 
preacher; snoring would act as feedback as well as noise. 
Indeed, for human communication, all noise is in some 
sense message, as we shall see. 

We can now adapt the Shannon model for preaching, 
still keeping the elements as simple as possible: 


PREACHER CONGREGATION 
SERMON EE ee, ^ pu 


p NN 
SOURCE TRANSMITTER | =} RECEIVER DESTINATION 


Even within this simple schematic representation, im- 
portant elaborations are possible. Consider, if only as a 
preparation of an outline for future analysis, the preacher in 
his two functions: as source and as transmitter. 
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As source, the preacher may be considered as the point of 
connection between two systems. He is related in a special 
way to the congregation, as the authoritative person who 
has the right to speak. But he is also related to a larger 
system, which is partly institutional, and which gave him 
his professional credentials but which is also an intellectual 
and spiritual system related to him by various forms of 
cultural inputs and given to him, many would say, more 
directly by God (he brings God's “message,” as the sermon 
is often termed). The preacher is also simply himself; 
standing there, even before he speaks, he is observed and 
known as a person, with varying degrees of admiration and 
trust. Evidently, an appropriate set of divisions must be 
made of the simple designation of preacher as "message 
source." 

As transmitter, the preacher exercises both native com- 
municative talents and the training he has received in 
various skills. His professional training supposedly includes 
such matters as the use of the voice and the art of shaping 
ideas into homiletical form, although a surprising number 
of preachers defeat themselves as soon as they start by 
mumbling and rambling. The major part of the transmit- 
ting function, however, is that of relating a massive and 
ancient heritage to contemporary life; as encoder, the 
preacher is plunged into some of the largest problems of 
contemporary Christianity. His concern, as he sets about 
the task of shaping the content of the sermon, ranges from 
problems in his sources (such as the validity of the Bible 
and the usefulness today of inherited theological teachings) 
to problems in his congregation (his understanding of their 
state of mind, and his reading of their personal and public 
problems). As he reflects on these, he must develop a 
strategy or intention, for not all things are possible, and not 
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all things are advisable. As transmitter, with various coding 
options, the preacher has begun to reflect upon the listener - 
as receiver, and upon his decoding abilities and his needs as 
the destination of the message. And like the preacher, the 
listener is a point of contact with other systems, some of 
them shared with the preacher, and some of them unique to 
the listener. 

Linking these complex elements in the Shannon diagram 
is that innocent box marked "channel." Given the coding- 
decoding situation, and the decisions the preacher makes 
concerning it, what channel would be appropriate? Tradi- 
tion has set the stage: pulpit (raised and remote) with 
silent congregation passively listening. Is this an appropri- 
ate medium? As medium does it contribute, as McLuhan 
has suggested, its own message, intruding at this point in 
the system an input that the preacher might consider noise? 

Ominous questions can be raised about the sermon as a | 
public verbal event without opportunity for feedback. But 
like every other element in the Shannon model, channel is | 
a bundle of complexities. To focus attention only on 
technical matters, such as the delivery of a monologue from | 
an isolated and elevated place, ignores what may be far | 
more important, such as the context of the event, and the | 
expectations of the participants. And discussions of “the 1 
validity of the sermon in an age of TV" may sound | 
impressive, but sermons and TV operate in quite different — 
communication systems; it is the system that determines / 
the channel. 

At the congregational end of the Shannon model, where 
the sermon is received and assimilated by the listener, the 
most important events of the whole system occur. To 
attempt to understand the receiving process will involve us 
in an extensive curriculum of subjects, of which the most 
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salient have to do with the way any twentieth-century man 
reflects upon matters of ultimate significance when they are 
addressed to him. The preacher sends across to him a 
religious proposition which is a cognitive stimulus of great 
complexity. How competent is the receiver to process such 
a message? Into what sort of structural matrix does it 
intrude? Does it activate a kind of thinking for which the 
listener has little preparation? Does it stir up questions that 
the listener would rather leave undisturbed? For this 
process, in which a person is asked to plunge briefly to the 
level of first principles and brood there for twenty minutes, 
is one of the most difficult exercises a person can attempt. 
‘At the time of the sermon a person is asked to do an 
astonishing thing: begin making ultimate sense of every- 
thing. Yet most of us have trouble making partial sense of 
even a few things. When it comes to ultimates, we hope for 
a healthy tradition of prepared answers and of convenient 
symbolic shortcuts presented with authority and to which 
we can give thankful assent, Joining in the chorus if 
someone else will sing the verses. 

How much of this is simply human? How much is the 
result of living in a nonmetaphysical age? Granting that the 
religious commentators of every age deplore the contempo- 
rary atheism of their day, it seems evident that in our 
generation the receiving and decoding process of contempo- 
rary people, when the message is religious, operates with 
peculiar difficulty. Western Christian man shares with 
Western man the effects of "The Great Transition" to a 
“Post-Christian Mind," or even a “Post-Modern Mind." 
The use of the word mind in these analyses of cultural 
change is important; for some commentators, modern (or 
post-modern) man has a new “consciousness.” Life in a 
technological world has shaped not only the content but 
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also the functioning of our minds. We process perceptual 
data that is new, and the significant result is a change in the 
processing functions. Robert E. Mueller says: 


If we could take an adult Cro-Magnon man into the 
psychological laboratory, and compare him with a modern 
adult, he would no doubt be found to lack, most of all, 
sufficient perceptual sophistication to cope with modern 
reality. Any modern child would have an advantage over 
him, traceable to basic attitudes, words, concepts, images, 
and intrinsic art consciousness which had subliminally 
crept into his brain? 


The perceptual sophistication, the instinctive perceptual 
habits of a culture are learned only with difficulty, if at all, 
by anyone born and raised in a radically different culture. 
As McLuhan suggests, we need not go back to Cro-Magnon 
man to find a culture radically different from ours; the 
nineteenth century can provide it. As for the first four 
centuries of the Christian era, the implications of such 
analyses would be that the “mind” that produced the basic 
documents of the faith differed so much from ours that we 
are faced with far more than a problem of translation, of 
finding words to correspond with theirs. The important 
difference between ancient Christian statements and mod- 
ern Christian ideas lies deeper, at the level of attitudes and 
values, and at that diffuse level of behavior where the 
decisions are made to observe or not to observe, to attend or 
not to attend. 

In conformity with much conventional theological 
wisdom, then, we stress how extensive is the range of 
difficulties for the contemporary Christian when he must 
think about the faith and add: How many of these are 
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presented in acute form by the preaching and hearing of 

, sermons? For the sermon forces all concerned to move at 
| cognitive levels and to draw upon presuppositions that tap 
jan apparatus of metaphysics which is for most of us in a 
| state of chronic disrepair even at the best of times. 

We merely touch here on what will be a continuing 
theme of these pages. Preaching as an art form is brief and 
occasional. It must live or die by what it can presuppose 
and evoke. In our time, at the end of an age that has lived 
on borrowed ultimates, it often sounds like an echo from an 
abandoned past, uttering great words from which the 
original meanings have leaked away. 

Nevertheless, the same listener who as "receiver" has 
decoding problems when he is presented with a religious 
message coded in the language and forms of thought of 
ancient times, is a man who as "destination" lives with the 
perennial hopes and fears of man in any age. If there ever 
was an age of faith, the sermon might serve some sort of 
simple reminder function, nudging the accepted tenets of 
the faith to the surface now and then to make them readily 
available for application. If our age is half as faithless as we 
are told, new and exciting possibilities open up for 
preaching as that one regular action by which a nonmeta- 
physical age might be helped to develop the metaphysics it 
so badly needs. Some preachers scold because their listeners 
are so badly educated in the faith that they can't properly 
hear the sermon. The complaint is oddly unprofessional. As 
a leader of a religious community, the preacher ought to 
find in the listener's problem a stimulus to deal with a 
fascinating problem in religious pathology, the problem of 
how to enable an instinctively religious animal to do 
something it greatly needs to do but which for the moment 
it cannot manage. The opportunity of the preacher, then, is to 
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enables the. listener. to begin to make ‘religious sense of his universe. 


His task is not simply to deliver a message; it is to make it \ 

possible for the receiver to deal with messages of that sort. | 

He has been taught that he must "preach the gospel." 
8 cp 


Actually, realistically, he must use the sermon as an 
occasion for helping people think about such things as 
gospels. 

And now, with the aid of another simple model, let us 
begin to see how this might be done. 
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To help people think about such things as gospels, the 
preacher must not only know something about gospels, but 
about thinking, and he must know more than what he has 
picked up by introspection during those occasions when he 
does a little thinking himself. For one function of the 
| gospel is that of making sense of the universe. Let us add at 
once that the gospel is more than that; whenever someone 
seems to suggest that the gospel is a body of knowledge, 
such as a philosophy or a book of rules, we all feel a deep 
uneasiness, knowing what a travesty of gospel such a 
simple cognitive definition produces. But one function of 
gospel, we repeat without apology, is that of sense-making. 
The believer is a person who sees how all things work 
together for good. To be saved is to be saved at least from 
an ignorant, anguished confusion about what life is all 
about. For we are sense-making animals, creatures with 
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"reason," and theologians can be forgiven a natural 
hyperbole when they try to describe God as the Supreme 
Mind, and ourselves as created in that image. 


In any case, at the time of the sermon, whatever there is ` 


that is validly cognitive in Christianity becomes salient. 
Sermons have many purposes and travel on many commu- 
nicative lines, but surely they should at least occasionally 
make sense and try from time to time to help people 
unravel some of the snarls that complicate the process of 
living. For we take seriously this sense-making function 
that is more than just a final, mature flowering of man's 
life, permitted to him when he has sufficient leisure. Our 
concern for the pastoral function of preaching, as an action 
designed to enable people to do better sense-making, is a 
concern rooted in a theory of man. And the best way to get 
at this is to locate sense-making biologically, in the very 
structure of the human animal, where it plays a unique part 
in both his evolution as a species and in his development as 
an individual. To exaggerate only a little, we take the 
preaching and hearing of sermons, and the kind of thinking 
that goes on when preaching occurs, to be a biological 
necessity for mankind. It constitutes the extreme case, 
which it exhibits in magnified form, of man's most typical 
behavior: forming models of his universe. 

“Biological.” We use the word deliberately. We take 
man to be an organism within an environment, and we 
consider his survival to depend on his capacity to learn 
about that environment by making sense of it. 

Let us get at this fundamental matter by way of a 
parable. 

The Scientific American, in an issue containing articles on 
the biosphere, that thin surface area on our planetary globe 
that supports life, published a picture of a fossil cell.1 Seen 
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through the microscope it is beautiful in its simplicity: the 
familiar circular form (in its two-dimensional representa- 
tion) marking off the living organism from its surrounding 
environment. But what catches the philosophical imagina- 
tion as we observe this-is the date: the cell zs two billion years 
old. 

Such a picture gives a glimpse into a mystery, the long 
progression through the years of the emerging forms of 
living things in their unlikely battle against entropy. It 
suggests a certain toughness in the basic design of the 
living organism, a durability that argues a rightness in the 
pattern that for at least two billion years has maintained 
itself, changed and developed, and finally produced a 
descendent capable of contemplating its own past. For the 
cell exists by functioning as an input-output system, 
maintaining itself over against its environment as a separate 
entity organized for its own survival, yet only existing by 
virtue of its symbiotic relationship with that environment, 
so that we observe not just a picture of a cell, but of two 
things: cell, plus its essential world. 

A film on the life of the cell, seen some two billion years 
later, might have this scenario of the parable in action? We 
see the cell, looking remarkably like its ancient ancestor 
(but more complex, now possessing a nucleus). It absorbs 
nourishment through its wall, and ejects waste products, 
and it keeps these functions in delicate balance, existing 
over against its environment yet dependent upon it. Then, 
with surprising dramatic effect, the film illustrates the effect 
of dropping into the environmental bath some material 
hostile to the life of the cell. The cell shrinks; the 
input-output system is abruptly closed. We watch with 
concern this microcosmic moment of danger until the 
hostile material diffuses and the cell can return to normal, 
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taking in nourishment, discarding waste. But then a more 
threatening substance is introduced into the environment. 
The cell acts defensively; it shrinks, hardening its skin, but 
to no avail. And as the camera records the scene through 
the microscope, a tragedy is enacted. The cell, attacked by 
substances too corrosive to resist, begins to disintegrate. 
Sections of the cell wall dissolve and drift away. The 
nutrient bath penetrates the cell's space. Before our eyes a 
complex world that has maintained its existence as a unity, 
a self, slides back irrevocably to disorder. One observes this 
minute disaster with an oddly acute sense of loss, as if the 


tragedy of all death is represented here in paradigm. The, 
raw essence of even our own human existence seems to be 
demonstrated as only a special case of the basic condition of 


life: to learn the art of keeping. two Opposite | functions in 
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balance—to close the self against the world, lest thé ` 
hard-won identity of the complex self be lost, and to open | 
the self to the environment, lest the sustaining relationship; 


to the nourishing nutrient bath be cut off. 

Let us now move forward some billion years, to the time 
when life appears not only as simple cell but as that 
aggregate of cells we call human. 

We draw from the parable of the cell at least this much | 
wisdom: that the living. organism - lives by "knowing" i 


some way its environment. For cell or man, the sept sin ` 
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is seclusion. For man, the process of knowing is vastly more 
complex, but the initial proposition is maintained, mag- 
nified a thousandfold. The relationship of the human 
organism to its environment is also biological, as it is for 
our cellular ancestor, but for us there has developed an 


organ precisely adapted to implementing the relationship: | 
the mind. With its network of receptors, its capacity to ` 
store and organize information and to exchange informa- / 


37 


T4 


tion with other minds, the mind assembles a vast amount 
of data about its world. The cell seems to us to operate with 
a certain mechanical simplicity, however elegant it may be 
in the efficiency of its responses. For us, an information 
processing system of great complexity and flexibility 
intervenes between stimulus and response, between the 
reception of information from the environment and action 
within it. And the essential part of that process of interest 
to us is the mind's ability to generate symbols. 

To sketch a map of this formidable process and to 
identify some of the events that occur within it, we shall 
make use of a simple diagram. The diagram was never 
intended to bear the weight that we shall lay upon it, and it 
is so absurdly inadequate that it is safe to use, for we may 
not be tempted as we might by a better model to think of it 
as a picture of reality. It will be schematic, designed to 
focus our attention. on essential elements of human 
information processing, and it will look very much like a 
microtome slice of that process, stained and mounted on a 
slide for our inspection. 
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This "Margenau" diagram presents one of the simplest 
of devices—a line, drawn to separate the two realms, 
environment and organism, "world" and "mind."? The 
line, however, does not simply designate the separation of 
the two realities—the world out there, and my conscious 
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self, thinking about it. It represents in schematic form the 
entire sensory equipment by which I receive data from the | 
world. Margenau calls it the P-plane, to indicate that world 
and mind are linked as well as separated by my perceptual 
apparatus in all its complexity. 

A digression: it may seem to those who remember their 
introductory course in philosophy that we have fallen into 
that old epistemological trap, the Cartesian dualism of res 
extensa and res cogitans. We shall, if all goes well, be rescued 
from it by precisely that element in the design that seems 
to have caused the trouble. For the P-plane, the perceptual 
process, does not so much separate as join. Mind and world 
are linked through it by a reciprocal activity. It does not 
mark the conjunction of two different kinds of reality, as it 
might in the Cartesian dualism. A biological view of mind 
reminds us that mind, and the entire human organism, was 
born within the world, and does not live within it as an 
alien being, a visitor from a different universe. Mind’s 
capacity to know its world is a product of the world’s 
function in shaping mind. When we come to consider the 
developmental history of mind, we shall abandon this static 
Margenau model for one that is more functional. 

Like the Shannon model, the Margenau model is easily 
read. Events in the outer world impinge on the perceptual 
apparatus and generate responses that move from sense 
organ to brain. Diagrammed as closed circles, they suggest 
that they are a part of the perceptual system, a system open 
to observation and measurement. It is a system that seems 
to be a small universe, in which those astonishing | 
organs—eye and ear—perform with a delicacy of response 
that has awakened devout admiration for centuries. 

The perceptual system is then indicated as impinging 
upon the system of ideas, concepts, thoughts—which is in 


39 


itself a universe—forming the third of those identified by 
the diagram: world, sensory system, and now, finally, the 
conceptual system. Because of our experience of the phe- 
nomenon "consciousness," we instinctively separate the con- 
ceptual world from its perceptual sources, but the mind- 
body problem continues to haunt us, and we know that we 
assert the detachment of mind from body in the face of 
evidence that seems at times to merge them. For the 
purposes of this essay we shall be rather frankly on the 
cognitive side, exploring the activity of mind as if it were 
capable, at least, of "freedom," and letting bodily and other 
controls on mind be discovered as necessary, if disconcert- 
ing, modifications of our cognitive bias. 

As the diagram indicates, the conceptual system can be 
given at least a first description as "notions linked with 
other notions." Concepts seem to have some sort of 
individuality, and yet they seem also to exist only as parts 
of a system. And one of the linkages of great importance 
demands of the diagram an addition for which it is not 
exactly adapted—the rather awkward indication of the 
contribution of a cultural input to the conceptual system. It 
arrives, of course, by way of the sensory system; it 1s heard, 
and eventually read, as language, through formal and 
informal education, but it is also taken in through all the 
sights and sounds and smells which come from the 
exposure each person has because he lives in a certain time 
and place. All this is conceptualized, however, by the direct 
assistance of concepts fed to the growing mind from the 
fund available in the culture, of which language itself is a 
major part. 

There is another input into the conceptual system which 
also strains the design of the model. The conceptual system 
receives inputs not only from the sensory system, as 
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perceptual data picked up from the environment; it also 

receives emotional inputs, as if from the depths of the 

person. The conceptual life, insofar as it can be considered 

cognitive, seems to be a conceptualization of an inner 

environment as well as of an outer one. As with the 

mind-body problem, we can only file for future considera- 

tion this equally troublesome duality of idea and emotion. 

The diagram then goes on to present its final statement 

(which is just as well since its usefulness is beginning to 

wear thin). Within the conceptual life, ideas seem to be 

identifiable in a hierarchy. Some ideas "organize" other 
ideas, as in the levels of abstraction among categories, in \ 
which furniture is more inclusive a concept than chazr. But 

something like a strain toward ultzmates is at work in the 
mind, a desire to formulate concepts that have greater and 

greater inclusiveness. That is, if a person starts the thinking | 
process at all, chances are that sooner or later he shows | 
tendencies of becoming a philosopher, and of having a | 
theory about the totality of things. He _constructs with | 
increasing scope a model of reality. l 

Considered as a preliminary map of the area of our 
concern, this Margenau diagram has some obvious family 


resemblances to the Shannon diagram of the communica- 
tion process. The process of thinking is a communication 
process in which the world is constantly sending to the 
mind a series of to-whom-it-may-concern messages. The 
reception of these by the mind moves from the immediate 
identification of stimuli to the construction of hypotheses 
about the stimulus and its context. Egon Brunswik has 
enlarged the Margenau diagram by dividing both sides of 
the P-plane into subsections. The diagram below is a 
schematic arrangement of Brunswik's ideas, which provide 
a visual parallel to the Margenau diagram.* 
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The “proximal/peripheral” interface is the perceptual proc- 
ess where world and mind meet. The "central" area of the 
organism is the conceptual activity of mind, and it is the 
work of cognition to establish a successful match between 
“central” and “distal”: a successful mapping in the central 
area of mind of the distal area of world. There is, of course, 
a continuing series of such mapping procedures as the mind 
checks hypotheses by selectively directing the perceptual 
process toward significant areas. 

The essential issue that this Margenau diagram tries to 
reduce to graphic expression is the detachment of the 
cognitive life from the inputs that produce it. It spread out 
a spatial representation of the paradox of that life, which is 
a life born in and nourished by the perceptual experience of 
the body, and yet is also a life that seems to support 
the Cartesian positing of a different kind of reality from 
body. Reflection on this is probably as old as philosophy 
itself, going back at least to the time when philosophy 
became self-conscious, and began to ask how thinking was 
possible. As the classic philosophical question puts it, what 
is the nature and status of “ideas”? For ordinary experience 
presents us with the odd way that “general ideas,” such as 
“horse,” function. They have some sort of relationship with 
experiences of actual horses, and yet they “disregard the 
particulars in order to extract what is common,” which is 
the Aristotelian notion. The “general” term “abstracts,” as 
we say, from the particulars? But how much life of its 
own does such an “abstraction” have? Reflection on this 
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produced the long debates that reached a standoff in the 
nominalism-realism confrontation, and continued on into 
modern philosophical discussions until psychology freed 
itself as an academic discipline from the philosophy 
department and turned to research in concept formation.$ 
Then it could tie concepts more closely to perceptual 
experience by working with such definitions of concepts as 
"common response to dissimilar stimuli." An important 
part of such research has been contributed by studies of 
language acquisition. 

A major concern about the status of concepts is 
generated by an anxiety common to ordinary people and 
not only to philosophers, an anxiety about whether or not 
my ideas "correspond" to reality. Insofar as all thinking is 
detached from the environment, does it formulate for me a 
"true" model of reality? When psychology examines with 
care and precision the process of concept formation, even 
the philosopher hopes that the great question, the question 
of Can I know the truth? may be illuminated. We rather 
hope that in the long evolution of mind, something like a 
controlled, automatic response that links world event, 
perceptual response, and idea, wil have given to the end 
product, zdea, an inevitable rightness that guarantees that 
our thinking is, indeed, true thinking about the world out 
there. We hope that a detailed exposition of this process in 
its simpler forms may make more complicated forms of 
reflection seem equally valid. 

Yet we know that the hope is futile. Automated 
responses are indeed made by minds, as we shall see, but 
with the emergence of mind, the processing of information 
became capable of a fantastic degree of flexibility, and 
therefore at the cost of an uncertainty that is never to be 
removed. We learn about the world through a process that 
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never is completed, making and testing hypotheses, revis- 
ing them, knowing when to abandon the hunch that had 
seemed at first to promise so much but which has served its 
purposes and must go—all the delicate apparatus of the 
learning process becomes man's opportunity and his fate. 

For most ordinary purposes, this information processing 
system works very well. We do, after all, survive, and 
survive by the successful learning we do, discovering what 
is dangerous out there and what is benevolent. And no man 
has to go it alone; the process is social. Cultural memories 
and accumulated experience replace in man the genetic 
programming, physically inherited, that in other species 
governs their responses to the stimuli from the environ- 
ment. We accumulate over the centuries a system of coded 
findings, ranging all the way from the elements of language 
to large scale statements about the universe, and by various 
forms of education this is carefully transmitted to each new 
generation. 

But as we contemplate those "larger" concepts that in 
the Margenau diagram are farthest away from the P-plane, 
it seems evident that all these questions of certainty and 
uncertainty, of survival value, of arbitrariness, of cultural 
inheritance, must now be applied with a difference. 
Paradoxes emerge. Talk about ultimates may be the hardest 
to test and verify, yet we may hold ultimate ideas with the 
greatest resistance to change, as if they were the most 
certain. Ultimates may seem detached from the immediate 
realities, yet they may seem to deal with matters of survival. 
Differences among cultures about ultimates may seem to 
suggest that such ideas are "arbitrary" constructs of the 
imagination, yet we often claim as we move away from the 
. P-plane into the farther reaches of the cognitive realm that 


ad 


a a - 


we encounter new and strange behaviors in the life of the 
concepts that operate there. 

The Margenau diagram will have done enough if it 
stimulates this sort of extended meditation on these 
familiar aspects of the cognitive process. For thinking is at 
once the most familiar thing in the universe and the oddest. 
We do it all the time, yet, if we stop to think about 
thinking, it becomes so strange an activity that one 
wonders how anyone does it at all. And while the mystery 
extends even to the simplest kinds of cognitive response to 
stimuli, even, that is, to baby's first word, yet it seems to be 
true that as one moves toward the right of the Margenau 
diagram, one moves into realms of thinking of greater and 
greater difficulty. Some kinds of thinking are more 
detached, more uncertain, more arbitrary, less communica- 
ble, than others. But these are just the kinds of thinking 
that are demanded of us in the preaching and hearing of 
sermons. 

It would seem to be necessary for anyone who attempts | 


to "improve" the contents of a mind, such as a teacher or ) v 


preacher, or indeed anyone interested in changing the ideas 
in a mind, that he understand how ideas are formed. For 
the preacher especially, our theme will be that the sermon 
must be designed not only to be an expression of some 
needed and useful truth, but designed so that it enables the 
listener to do the kind of thinking that the reception of 
such truths requires. The preacher must become a physician 
of minds, alert to the very pathologies of thought that his 
subject matter induces, for he is asking his listener to do 
just that kind of cognitive work that most of us come to 
rather awkwardly. 

Given this overview of the area, then, let us turn to an 
examination of a miracle: the way that the human organism 
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develops the cognitive equipment which the right side of 
the Margenau diagram maps with absurdly simple lines and 
circles. It is a development that moves through an 
astounding range. W. C. Fields, defeated all his life by dogs 
and children and therefore hating them with a rich, 
frightened malevolence, once had to make a movie with a 
small child, the famous Baby LeRoy. As the infant was 
carried onto the set, Fields looked at the little scene-stealer - 
with deep distrust and said, “Your line is goo-goo. Don't 
muff it.’ What other living organism moves, in its 
developing life, from the level of goo-goo to that of the 
poets? (The miracle has been described more elegantly by 
the title of a book on Christian education, From Cry to 
Word.)’ As we make an attempt to summarize some of the 
things known about this miraculous transformation, re- 
member that we engage in this to learn as much as we can 
about man’s ability to make any cognitive sense about his 
world so that we may design strategies for helping him ; 
make ultimate sense of his universe. Be prepared to find the 
enterprise both fascinating and difficult, and to end with 
only bits and pieces of understanding, very much less than 
any adequate strategy needs. 
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To make sense of a world one must observe it, and not 
as an undifferentiated blur but as a collection of entities that 
are identifiable, and that take their place in relationships 
that can be plotted and organized. But the basic action is 
“seeing”; we are sighted animals, able to stand at a distance 
from the universe and be “objective,” getting it into 
“perspective.” The language of visual perception is the 
language of philosophy. 

So we make sense of the world perceptually. We make 
"sense"—the word is more accurate than we usually notice. 
The detachment that the cognitive process achieves begins 
in the attachments of body to world through the perceptual 
equipment. 

From merely sensate life to fully cognitive life has been 
an evolution long in development. It would help us to 
understand that progression if we could observe its history 
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on the planet over three billion years. Does each infant 
recapitulate that history? Perhaps he does, but in any case 
his cognitive growth seems to give us a slow-motion 
instant replay of the process, and helps us to separate out 
some of the elements for a less confusing view than the 
mature mind of an adult presents. There is another 
advantage to the developmental approach, and to state it is 
to formulate a thesis which our examination of the 
perceptual contributions to cognition is designed to demon- 
| strate: cognition originates in perception, and perception 
both nourishes and inhibits cognitive growth. Perception, 
as the protomental activity in which cognition is born, 
continues to exert a gravitational attraction on the efforts of 
cognition to achieve escape velocity. The making of 
concepts is a difficult art, and while the human organism 
seems driven by its very nature to do it, nevertheless, as we 
shall see, it has a tendency to slip back, to evade the often 
hard work of conceptualizing and to substitute for it 
simpler ways of processing environmental data. 

The first years of the life of the mind present us with 
what will be the persistent drama of that life: the conflict, 
or at least the tension, between the inputs of data to the 
mind from the environment and the models by which 
the mind organizes that data. We remind ourselves of the 
occupational hazard of all philosophical thinking: every 
model of the universe is both an aid to understanding the 
world, and a screen that filters out data that does not 
support the model. It is the intention of these present 
explorations into the beginnings and early history of 
conceptualizing to show how deeply this hazard is built in 
to the normal and daily processes of thinking. Man is a 
philosopher in spite of himself, because he cannot help but 
philosophize, but the processing equipment that he must 
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use, even in its simpler, apparently safer forms, is a source 
of error as well as of truth. 

For a guide to the early development of this process, we 
follow the work of Jean Piaget! From Piaget we learn to 
view the mind as a sensitive organism growing within its 
environment, and to see it as developing capacities 
according to a schedule of growth. 

Piaget speaks of thinking as the happy combination of 
two processes. “Assimilation” is the reading by the mind of 
reality as it is encountered, assimilating it to whatever 
categories the mind may have available. It is matched by 
"accommodation" in which the categories are themselves 
changed to provide more workable responses. We assimi- 
late the world to our models; we accommodate our models 
to the world. The process continues through changing 
stages of equilibrium. 

From birth, then, the child who seems so separate, so 
enclosed within its own skin, is like the primitive cell, an 
organism within an environment. The cell in its nutrient 
bath has a relatively fixed system of responses to its 
environment, with a programmed set of interchanges with 
it that establishes the limits for its survival. The human 
infant has greatly expanded capacities for this process, and 
Piaget follows and describes their stages of development. 

The first stage, from birth to about age eighteen months, 
Piaget terms the "sensori-motor" period, before the infant 
has acquired language. It is a time of remarkable mental 
development, "for it is during this time that the child 
constructs all the cognitive substructures that will serve as a 
point of departure for his later perceptive and intellectual 
development"? He constructs “a complex system of 
action-schemes" and learns to organize reality "in terms of 
spatio-temporal and causal structures.” ? Piaget takes us 
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through six substages of the growth of the child as he 
forms in what we might call a preabstract way an 
understanding of his world. At first, Piaget says, "the 
child's initial universe is entirely centered on his own body 
and action in an egocentrism as total as it is uncon- 
scious. . . ." He continues: 


In the course of the first eighteen months, however, there 
occurs a kind of Copernican revolution, or, more simply, a 
kind of general decentering process whereby the child 
eventually comes to regard himself as an object among 
others in a universe that is made up of permanent objects 
(that is, structured in a spatio-temporal manner) and in 
which there is at work a causality that is both localized in 
space and objectified in things. 


A universe of permanent objects. At first, an object that has 
been observed by an infant and then hidden from him no 
longer exists. Then comes an important transition, when 
the child begins to search for the hidden object, and 
recognizes it when it reappears. From this the child learns 
to play his first metaphysical game: peek-a-boo, discovering 
with delight that the universe exists out there even when it 
is not perceived. One wishes for the chance to overhear a 
conversation on this matter between Piaget and Bishop 
Berkeley! 

It would be difficult to find two philosophical issues of 
greater importance than the questions of the status of 
"permanent objects," and of the effects of seeing the world 
from the self as center. As to the first, "the scheme of the 
permanent object is closely related to the whole spatio-tem- 
poral and causal organization of the practical universe." ? 
The child's interactions with his universe pass through 
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stages that culminate in a recognition of a world operating 
in independence of him, and with his increasing awareness 
of the special behavior of certain objects to be identified as 
other persons, he discovers other centers of causality than 
himself. He is engaged in what Piaget calls "the construc- 
tion of Reality," ° and Piaget stresses the importance of the 
child's actions in this work. The child's sensori-motor 
actions operate like a series of basic scientific experiments 
directed toward the discovery of the properties of the 
external world. 

These "cognitive substructures," which represent the 
first steps of man as philosopher, receive a major modifica- 
tion at the end of the sensori-motor period by the 
emergence of what Piaget calls “the semiotic or symbolic 
function." It consists in the ability to represent something 
(a signified something: object, event, conceptual scheme, 
etc.) by means of a "signifier" which is differentiated and 
which serves only a representative purpose: language, 
mental image, symbolic gesture, and so on. Of these, 
language may be the most important. Lenneberg and others 
consider language to be a species-specific trait, making its 
appearance when the organism has matured physically, 
"appearing at a certain time in the child's physical 
development and following a fixed sequence of events.” ? 
The importance of the acquisition of language cannot be 
stressed too much; if there are, indeed, nonlinguistic forms 
of thought, it is nevertheless language that becomes the 
vehicle for the further development of intelligence, and our 
understanding of the growth and use of concepts will have 
language as one of its essential parameters. 

With language, and the semiotic function in general, the 
child advances rapidly in his long and elaborate process of 
forming conceptual models of his universe. Here Piaget sets 
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before us one of his most illuminating glimpses into 
intellectual development. During the period between ages 
two and eleven (these ages are approximate) the child is 
working with concepts, using a language and receiving 
instruction in the accumulated wisdom of his culture as an 
addition to his own efforts to conceptualize his experience. 
Yet for the first part of this period, his conceptional life 
shows certain hindrances. The learnings of his sensori- 
motor period are only translated with some difficulty into 
conceptual form. The concepts now available to him from 
the public domain presuppose a more complete freeing of 
himself from the egocentrism that dominated his earlier 
years than he can manage. In short, he makes missteps on 
the way toward the art of abstracting. 

The famous experiments related to "conservation" show 
whether or not the child has made the transition to such 
thinking (to the level of what Piaget calls "concrete 
operations")? The contents of a glass are poured into a 
narrower glass, resulting in a higher water level. The 
question is then put, do we now have more water in the 
second glass, or not? Until about the age seven, a child will 
say that there is now more liquid in the taller glass. His 
judgment is based on the perceptual evidence of the water 
levels; he is not yet able to use so abstract a notion as 
volume, for which shape 1s irrelevant. Two lines, one straight, 
the other wavy, are taken to be of the same length when 
they are drawn one below the other, with the ends 
matching; each line appears to go the same distance so they 
are of equal “length.” A ball of clay is said to have less clay 
in it than the same clay rolled out in the shape of a sausage. 
In a variety of similar experiments, the child’s understand- 
ing of the situation seems to be misled by perceptual cues. 
When the child is old enough, he is able to achieve 
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"conservation" (that is, to "conserve" certain properties 
such as volume in spite of changes in appearances) and he - 
then does just what you and I do. He says, “Of course there 
is just as much water as before. It's just that the water level 
is. higher in the narrow container.” The idea of volume 
without consideration of shape is an idea of too great 
abstraction for the child before the ages of seven or eight. 
The perceptual cues mislead, but also the very action of 
pouring, in the experiment involving water levels, is taken 
as having "results that are literally incalculable." Afterward, 
the changes can be observed as events “decentered from the 
action of the subject," !? and therefore reversible, transfor- 
mations taking place in an independent and external world. 

This transition represents the development of philosoph- 
ical powers from "appearances" to "realities," to use terms 
once fashionable in philosophical circles. The child is 
demonstrating the importance of one of the most ancient of 
philosophical arts, to discern the structures that lie beneath 
the surface of things. For Piaget, a certain cognitive 
maturing is necessary for this, as if the child recapitulated 
in his growing years some ideal progress of philosophy 
itself from being captured by the way things seem to actually 
knowing the way things ave. His growth is in “intelli- 
gence,” the capacity to construct more adequate conceptual 
models. 

The last stage of cognitive development, from eleven to 
fifteen, is the period of “formal” operations, “a transforma- 
tion of thought that permits the handling of hypotheses 
and reasoning with regard to propositions removed from 
concrete and present observation." '! In this third stage, 
"the subject becomes capable of reasoning correctly about 
propositions he does not believe, or at least not yet; that is, 
propositions that he considers pure hypotheses." ? Moving 


53 


further to the right of the Margenau diagram, he becomes 
capable of working with propositions, free from the 
manipulation of possible cases and actual observations. 

We have selected from the extensive work of Piaget 
these impressionistic sketches of one of his main themes to 
focus our attention on one aspect of the mind's develop- 
ment: its emergence from its perceptual, sensory begin- 
nings. This is the major theme of that development, and 
Piaget reveals it to be a progressive freeing of the cognitive 
life from the distortions of its perceptual origins. It is as if 
the history of the developing mind recapitulates the history 
of science, becoming increasingly more adept at the task of 
framing conceptual models of the reality encountered 
perceptually in the world. 

Philosophical reflection on the perceptual process and its 
contribution to knowledge is as old as philosophy itself. 
Are there innate ideas, or is there nothing in the intellect 
that has not come by way of the senses? The argument goes 
round and round, and we do not propose to join the dance. 
But we cannot evade at least a minimal examination of the 
perceptual process, for the act of communicating raises 
questions about sensory awareness, and the act of philo- 
sophical and religious communication puts to the listener a 
perceptual question, among others, by asking, “What do 
you see, and what do you make of it?” From Piaget we learn 
that the life of the mind begins in sensory processes, but 
also that as the mind develops, sensory processes continue 
to operate in the knowing that becomes increasingly 
cognitive. For the religious communicator, and especially 
for the preacher who has not much time and who must 
often work without the benefit of feedback, nothing is more 
important than knowing how free the minds are that he 
addresses. How free, that is, from automatic responses, or 
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from the captivating power of certain images, or from the 
misleading evidence of visual data. He is concerned to 
know how well his listeners can handle the ancient 
philosophical problem of making sense of what is observed, 
and of separating appearance and reality. He must become 
adept at diagnosing the powerful effects of perception on 
the reflective life of the mind. As one who deals with 
believing, he must know about seeing. 

We shall be working with the hypothesis that the 
perceptual process exerts a powerful governing power over 
the philosophical development of most of us. The first 
philosophical insights may come through our first muscular 
actions in what Piaget calls the sensori-motor stage, but it 
is the perceptual life, in which visual perception seems to 
be especially important, that teaches us our first philosophi- 
cal lessons. It is tempting to make a premature and 
sweeping generalization, and to say that it is the power of 
perceptual experience that shapes in us steadily and 
relentlessly over the years, an “instinctive” name metaphysics, 
unexamined because it is so natural as to be unnoticed, and 
yet in conflict with the metaphysic which is presupposed by 
such a religion as Christianity. To continue the hypothesis: 
the receiving of a communication about Christianity might 
well be hindered or distorted by the conflict between these 
two metaphysics. Indeed, such a conflict may be the 
psychological dimension of what contemporary Christians 
experience as a "crisis of faith." We have traced that crisis 
often back to sociological origins in science and technology, 
but science, which has extended with intensity and 
precision the perceptual process, may be considered to have 
given cultural reinforcement to what is basically a natural 
psychological influence. Perhaps every man, simply because 
he is human, and because his reflection about the world 
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must be done by a mind dependent upon the development 
of perceptual and cognitive processes, develops naturally 
certain philosophical positions which might be thought of 
as the product of his psychological structure. 

Even a brief glance into any general review of the 
perceptual process reveals it to be an extraordinary project 
in receiving, interpreting, categorizing, and in various other 
, Ways processing the vast amounts of data which the 
| perceptual system feeds into the mind. Strategies for 
handling it simply have to be developed. Nonhuman forms 
of life can respond more directly to perceptual inputs. 

Consider this diagrammatic figure: 





Cut out of stiff cardboard, it is passed like a shadow over 
ducks or geese. Moving from left to right, it is ignored; the 
shadow is that of a goose. Moving from right to left it 
throws the fowl into a state of panic; the shadow is that of 
a hawk. This is genetically programmed behavior, not a 
behavior that is learned. For the fowl, simple perception 
must be that intelligent for survival. 

Decision-making for the survival of man, however, has 
been moved more and more into the realm of active 
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consciousness, and perceptual data must be checked against 
stored information. Born with no automatic responses, we 
must identify hostile aircraft by learning their profiles. 

But what we have gained in flexibility has been at a 
price. We are surrounded by stimuli, and would go mad if 
we had to think about all of them. For sheer sanity's sake 
we must learn the arts of selection, delegating what we can 
to automatic procedures, like good executives. 


At one extreme, as the experiments in sensory depriva- | 
: : CENA 
tion demonstrate, a certain level of stimuli seems essential / 


for sanity. The McGill University volunteers who were 
placed in situations of minimum sensory stimuli experi- 
enced deep anxiety, and such perceptual aberrations as 


hallucinations.” But for ordinary experience, the problem is ^, | 
overload. Brown and Lenneberg have determined that the / 


eye can discern 7,500,000 separable hues, but our linguistic 
processing of this amazing range of inputs indicates the 


degree to which we reduce this to manageable limits. | 


English has about 4,000 words to deal with color, of which 
eight are in common use.'^ We have, to use an engineering 
term commonly borrowed to discuss this psychological 
matter, a fairly narrow perceptual channel. In a classic 
article, “The Magical Number Seven, Plus or Minus Two,” 
Miller replicated an experiment performed in the late 


nineteenth century by Jevons.” If a handful of marbles is ' 


tossed on the floor, and we are permitted only a quick 
glimpse of them, we can remember their position with 
some accuracy if the number is small. We reach our peak at 
what Miller called "the magical number seven, plus or 
minus two." Poor observers, or poor rememberers, may 
become inaccurate at five; good ones can go on to nine. It is 
seven for most of us. 

The need for controlling our sensory inputs can also be 
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demonstrated by what has been called the "cocktail 
effect.” !* In a room full of people at a party, a bedlam of 
sound assaults our ears, but by selective attention we can 
attend to the conversation of the one or two people with 
whom we are discussing a matter of interest. The rejected 
sound is entering our perceptual systems, however, and the 
fact can be demonstrated by experiment. Moray has shown 
that when two different sound tracks are fed into two 
earphones, and we are directed to attend to only one of 
them, we will notice at once if our own name is secretly 
inserted in the rejected track as a part of the message.” It is 
as if all messages are heard, but we have been forced of 
necessity to develop ways of selecting and discarding. 
Similar channel limitations are imposed by the operation 
of the memory system.” Short-term memory, for example, 
rapidly discards inputs that need not be retained; were this 
not so, reading would be difficult, or perhaps impossible. 
The visual images of the words just read would pile up in a 
confusing jumble. Short-term memory files them away for a 
short time for recall as necessary, but to go on to the next 
group of words, we must process what we have just 
perceived. Even in the initial perceptual encounter we 
bunch together a selected group of words. The whole 
process seems to be one of funneling, the successive 
reduction of large quantities of data to make it manageable. 
The channeling and controlling of perceptual inputs can 
result in remarkable efficiency of operation for relatively 
simple organisms. For a man, a somewhat complicated 
organism, but nevertheless largely dependent on his 
perceptual equipment for knowledge of his world, it is 
important to know how much he has inherited of the 
perceptual behaviors which have dominated organic life 
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throughout his evolutionary history. Since the content, 
shape, and quality of our total response to our world is the 
stuff of which our philosophies are formed, it is important 
to us to know the operation of our built-in selectors, the 
strategies by which we make automatic our decisions to see, 
remember, and eventually bring under sense-making judg- 
ment the data that bombards us. 

At the level of simple perception it is instructive to 
discover how much decision-making is done by the 
perceptual equipment in simply seeing?! Two fascinating 
recent books can open this world to the reader, and their 
titles express their themes: The Intelligent Eye, by R. L. 
Gregory, and Vzsual Thinking, by Rudolph Arnheim.” 
Very early in life, the infant must “learn” that the curved 
image received on the retina, coded and transferred to the 
cerebral cortex, and constantly changing (as when he sees a 
glass of water being moved about) is nevertheless the 
visual report of an unchanging object. Even now, as we 
look at the oval top of the glass, we “know” it to be 
circular. We move our heads, and the room remains 
“steady.” But if we move an eye with a finger, the room 
jumps; we have by-passed some of the adjustment processes 
which usually impose stability on the observed scene. 

This discussion of the “constancies” follows the logic of 
most discussions of perceptual process by deliberately 
blurring the distinction between what happens at the 
sensory organ and what happens somewhere in the brain. 
When Arnheim writes chapters entitled “The Intelligence 
of Perception,” he is stretching the application of both 
words. “Perception” becomes an action involving sensory 
organs and also the transmission and reception of the 
information generated within them. Arnheim says concern- 
ing the perception of shape: 


In the perception of shape lie the beginnings of concept 
formation. Whereas the optical image projected upon the 
retina is a mechanically complete recording of its physical 
counterpart, the corresponding visual percept is not. The 
perception of shape is the grasping of structural features 
found in, or imposed upon, the stimulus material... . 
Perception consists in fitting the stimulus material with 
templates of relatively simple shape, which I call visual 
concepts or visual categories.” 


Our seeing of a three-dimensional universe is done by the 
automatic translation of visual data into cognitive conclu- 
sions about the world out there, and we exaggerate only 
slightly when we think of this as an important bit of 
philosophizing done within the unnoticed workings of the 
perceptual system. 

Certain perceptual experiences can overtax this system 
and throw it into error or confusion, bringing it suddenly to 
our attention. Visual illusions present data that is just 
ambiguous enough to trick the automatic visual process. 
The Necker cube, for example, offers the visual system a 
complex of lines that can be read in two ways, and either 
hypothesis is “reasonable.” 3 


The eye sees the cube as from below, or from above, and 
alternates between the two equally possible interpretations. 
Automatic visual processing has done its best with the 
situation and consciousness must step in to work on the 
problem of deciding just what is out there. Optical illusions 
remind us of the arbitrary element in our ordinary acts of 
seeing, which for most purposes work with great efficiency, 
converting a two-dimensional image into a “perception” 
(part sensory, part cognitive) of a three-dimensional world 
so that we find our way around in it with ease. The chapter 
on perception in any good textbook on psychology opens 
up for us the astonishing skill that the visual system 
develops, such as its ability to “recognize” when given only 
a few visual clues. It is evident that when we “see what is 
there,” the perceptual process receives visual data that is 
coded by the retina and must be decoded before what we call 
“seeing” can occur. The whole process proceeds as much as 
possible below the level of conscious attention. It takes the 
odd case, such as the experience of receiving sight as an 
adult after years of blindness, to reveal how much there is 
of learned interpretation in the act of seeing. The familiar 
trapezoid window illusion of Adelbert Ames demonstrates 
the power of the cognitive associations that experience has 
tied to certain visual inputs.” The trapezoid window rotates 
slowly, but the eye sees it as oscillating. Unlike some visual 
illusion, however, the eye continues to see the window 
oscillate even after the observer knows that the window is 
rotating in a.complete circle. The visual clues he is 
receiving are locked in, so to speak, to a particular cognitive 
reading, and one’s conscious effort to see what one knows 
. to be there is defeated by the power of the perceptual habit 
that “reads” the narrower edge of the window as “distant.” 

If we depend on our perceptual equipment to do as 
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much automatic perceptual processing as possible, and if 
this processing is educated in its work by a long history of 
fairly successful matchings of perceptions and cognitive 
conclusions concerning our world, is it possible that this 
strategy may educate us at a deeper level? It has been 
suggested that the city dweller lives in what has been called 
a "fabricated universe,” ?? a world of straight lines, parallels, 
right angles, and similar geometrical regularities. Evidently, 
our long experience with such visual conditions can provide 
the conditions that make certain visual illusions “work.” 
There is some evidence that the Ames trapezoid window 
illusion, which depends upon our long experience with the 
perspective effects of rectangular objects, is less effective as 
an illusion when observed by people who do not live in a 
world of rectangles.” Perhaps that experience also forms in 
us philosophical expectations; our visual experience would 
be a medium with a message of its own. McLuhan's 
remarks about the effects of reading printed lines that 
present ideas in linear sequence would be a special case of 
the formative influence of more general visual experience.?? 
Edward Carpenter contrasts our experience with that of the 
Eskimo: 


The familiar Western notion of enclosed space is foreign 
to the Eskimo. Both snow igloos and skin tents lack 
vertical walls and horizontal ceilings; no planes parallel 
each other and none intersects at ninety degrees. There are 
no straight lines, at least none of any length. Rectangles 
are unknown. Euclidean space is a concept unique to 
literate man.?! 


And Carpenter describes Eskimo art as being the expression 
of this experience: 
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A distinctive mark of Eskimo art is that many of the ivory 
carvings, generally of sea animals, will not stand up, but 
roll clumsily about. Each lacks a single, favored point of 
view and hence a base. They were never intended to be set 
in place and viewed, but rather to be worn and handled, 
turned this way and that. I knew a trader with a fine, 
showpiece collection of such carvings who solved this 
problem by lightly filing each piece "on the bottom" to 
make it stand up, but alas he also made them stationary, 
something the carver never intended.? 


Carpenter went from Eskimo country to Russia, finding 
there an epitome of the linear response to a fabricated 
surrounding world: "Everything visual requires a single 
point of view—-a review position, like Stalin reviewing 
troops; all painting is in three dimensional perspective; 
every plaza is to be viewed from X." 3 

It would be going too far with unsupported speculation 
to say that the ordinary visual (and other sensory) 
experiences in a culture determine that culture's instinctive 
metaphysics, tilting it toward an expectancy of regularity, 
logic, fixed structure, and the like. But the question 
persists, stimulated by cross-cultural studies, by the implica- 
tions of the history of art forms, by our awareness of the 
importance of such basic visual and sensory experiences in 
forming ideas of the self, and by our awareness of how 
steeped we are in a "perspective" world, seen from a 
vantage point, constructed by ourselves to be secure and 
manageable. ^ [t is a question to which we must continually 
return as we search for the shaping forces that make our 
imaginations what they are, and determine what kinds of 
thinking are possible for us. 

To these remarks about the way that visual and other 
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forms of perception may shape our minds in hidden, 
preliminary ways, let us now add some comments on a 
process that seems to operate in the opposite direction. For 
the mind, taught by its sensory experience, and viewing its 
world under the tutelage of automated perceptual re- 
sponses, tries hard to maintain that view by overriding any 
perceptual evidence that might contradict what it has 
learned. The mind sees what it expects, or what it wants to 
see, or what it finds familiar and therefore manageable. A 
classic experiment has been made concerning “binocular 
rivalry.” ? A device presented two pictures in brief 
exposures, one to each eye. One picture represented a 
bullfight scene, the other, a scene from a baseball game. 
Viewers came from two groups, Mexicans and American. 
When both pictures were presented simultaneously at 
tachistoscopic exposures, the Mexicans saw only the 
bullfight, and the Americans saw only the baseball game. 
Observed at very brief exposures, incomplete circles are 
seen as complete, nonsense groups of letters are seen as 
familiar words. And in more complex behaviors, taboo 
words are seen as ordinary words, and in this case, the 
ordinary words may have little visual similarity to the taboo 
words; the mind has imposed a more “proper” word, and 
that is what is “seen.” ?ó 

We are describing, here, mental behavior that can range 
from simple occasions, in which the mind does (so to 
speak) what comes most easily, to behaviors that involve 
important conceptual judgments. When a cognitive process 
can override perceptual data, the way is paved for imposing 
on the-universe a theory, an illicit descriptive notion, and 
what began as the mind’s strategy for managing automati- 
cally the complexity of data that pours in on it thus ends as 
a strategy of misinterpretation. 
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Its power for doing this is very great. A series of 
experiments involving ambiguous stimuli is worth noting, 
for it is the ambiguous, incongruent, confusing data that 
often is the most important for anyone trying to “read” his 
universe. In such ambiguities lurk the corrective data that 
can produce essential modifications of theories, and how we 
handle what is not clear controls our capacity to learn. 

One set of experiments begins by presenting to an 
observer a picture well out of focus, and then slowly 
bringing the image into clear focus as the observer 
watches.*” For those who experience the experiment from 
the beginning, a common response is to decide early in the 
process the content of the picture. The vague mass of light 
and dark patches seems to trigger a decision process that 
anxiously searches for solution to the visual problem. Like 
Hamlet (feigning madness), it sees a camel or a whale in 
the cloud formations. Then, as the image is brought into 
sharper focus, this initial decision is usually not confirmed 
by the more precise visual data now available. But the 
observer begins, subconsciously, to find confirmation for his 
initial hypothesis, and in extreme cases, he may look at the 
now completely clear image, and continue to see what he 
had earlier assumed it to be. Not to be able to “see what ià 
there” is an experience that produces anxiety. A survival / 
skill is threatened, and we work hard at restoring it. Many 
of us have both been intrigued and distressed by the 
photograph of masses of light and shade which, we are 
told, is a face, or a dog; we try to see it, and discover that 
we are at the mercy of a visual process which only works, 
when it does, automatically. We hope for recognition to 
explode; the Gestalt cannot be put together by a simple 
addition of the obvious elements. In the experiment with 
the gradually clarifying image, it is interesting to note that 
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observers who begin watching after the picture is partly in 
focus can revise their judgment more easily than those who 
experienced the full sequence. The conclusion derived from 
the experiment is that when a decision is made concerning 
ambiguous stimuli, a person has enough investment in the 
achievement so that he is prevented from making a change; 
those with less investment can revise their visual hypothe- 
sis more easily. 

A special form of this experiment uses the device for 
presenting two different pictures, one to each eye? The 
pictures are of two faces. As the experiment begins, one 
face only is lighted; the other is dark, and not visible. As 
the experiment proceeds, the light gradually dims from the 
first picture, and the light begins to illuminate the second. 
Observers are commonly unaware that they are now seeing 
a different face; they observe the second face, fully lighted, 
while the first is now dark and invisible, and see no change. 
When both faces are then lighted, they often exhibit great 
anxiety and confusion. It is a painful experience to find that 
you have been looking at one thing and seeing another. 

A famous demonstration presents a film in which 
Mosjakhin, a Russian actor, is seen in three close-ups, one 
in conjunction with a view of a bowl of soup on a table, a 
second with a view of a dead woman in a coffin, and the 
third with a scene of a small girl and a funny toy.” The 
viewers of the film express astonishment at the range and 
versatility of the actor’s response to these three quite 
different scenes. Yet the close-up of the actor’s face used 
each time is the same; the changes in his expression were 
imposed on the face by the expectation of the viewer. One 
is reminded of the effect of “indexing”: a picture of a 
couple at a railway station is seen as sad when entitled 
“The Parting,” and as happy when entitled “The Arrival.” 
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In all these experiments, the intention is to probe into 
the ways that our perceptual and cognitive strategies for. 
handling overload of input, ambiguity, novelty, and the 
like, become hindrances to the necessary task of receiving 
and processing data impinging upon us from our environ- 
ment. Perhaps no one ever was so naive as to think that to 
make sense of a universe, one simply needs to look it over 
carefully, note what is there, and organize conclusions 
about it. But when one reads of these and many other 
experiments that demonstrate the fallibility of even the 
simpler perceptual processes, and the many ways by which 
the strategies of the mind which evolved for its operation 
can turn against it without sounding any sort of warning, 
then the suspicion grows that the work of conclusion-mak- 
ing is dangerous business, open to more aberrations than 
we ordinarily suspect. The teachers who participated in the 
Rosenthal experiments could not believe, when it was over, 
that it could have happened.“ In that experiment, teachers 
were told that their classes had either low or high IQ's, 
although each class was a normal mixture. At the end of 
the experiment, the teachers had, somehow, produced 
classes that did, in fact, test out to the IQ that the teacher 
assumed the children had. How they produced the effect is 
still a mystery. After five years of careful study of the films 
and tapes of the teacher-class behavior, the experimenters 
have been unable to observe the subtle cues by which the 
teacher induced the "appropriate" behaviors into the 
children. Producing ideas that we either expect, or handle 
best, can be a delicate, yet astonishingly tough, behavior. 

This brief review of the perceptual process has identified 
two similar behaviors. The first of these is the capacity of 
the perceptual system to develop automatic responses, as 
when the eye reads the changing visual cues presented to it 
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as we move about a room, and reports to the brain 
"business as usual," a square room with walls that do not 
move. Complex data is translated to present a model of the 
world, a model that presupposes consistency and regularity 
in the universe. The more this process can operate without 
demanding our conscious attention, the better it is for us, 
and the system operates with a high level of success. We 
might call this the Centipede Factor: if the centipede stops 
to wonder what foot moves next, he is lost. The other 
behavior has to do with the world on the basis of the data 
which we accept from our sensory processes. And while 
automatic sorts of responses are what might be called a 
virtue for immediate sensation, they can cause trouble for 
conscious behavior by becoming conclusions that prevent 
the reception of new data. We are familiar with the way 
that a large theory can control how a person sees life, but it 
is important to notice that the power of a theory to screen 
out corrective data can operate at the level of fairly 
elementary perception. We are, it is true, creatures with 
exceptionally sensitive sensory abilities, and clearly we 
must develop strategies for handling masses of perceptual 
| data. The lesson seems to be that this is necessary at simple 
levels of perception, reasonably safe at medium levels, and 
dangerous at higher levels. Given a bombardment of data, 
the organism adopts a natural strategy, borrowed from 
simpler organisms: make all responses as automatic as possible. 
At the medium level, when we must decide, for example, 
what it is we are seeing, one might suppose that new 
perceptual data would be strong enough to override a faulty 
decision as to what it is that is out there to be seen. That is 
why the experiments dealing with ambiguity are so 
important. Because I have decided that I know what it is I 
am looking at, I can stare at contradictory data and not 
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register the correction. Even at the level of raw perceptual 


input, I can “see” what I think is there. The paradox of the! 
perceptual process is this: that as a way of living with its 
remarkable sensitivity which produces great quantities of. 
data, the organism must impose premature or inaccurate | 


closure upon its reception of data in order to manage it. 


There emerges from this a basic insight concerning ' 


method: to the degree that it is difficult to construct a model, 


it is difficult to change such a model. We give up our | 
hard- earned understanding of our world with a quite 


natural reluctance. And since they have value, they deserve | 


our respect, but since they are not perfect, they need 
revision. The adjustment of these contradictory demands is 
the essential skill that the philosopher must learn. And he 
works with a natural bias toward keeping any model he has 
made; as an organism, he has inherited a bias toward fixity, 
but he lives in a complex universe, and fixity of response is 
not an adequate method for processing all the data that 
impinges upon him from his environment. 

Anyone who contemplates the mysterious process by 
which data from the environment become translated into 
the realm of symbols, to be accepted as “knowledge of the 
world," must hesitate with many unanswered questions 
before the phenomenon of perception. It seems to contain 
within itself the entire anatomy of philosophy, miniatur- 
ized. Within perception occurs the crucial event for 
knowing—the coding process by which one kind of reality 


(the environment) is translated into another kind of reality ; 


(symbolic knowledge). 

We take perception to be not only a compendium of 
mysteries, but somehow basic, in the sense of being that 
part of the knowing process which comes first, and has 
some sort of determining function that controls what comes 


69 


ui 


later. How a person Joks at the world, taking that phrase in 
its literal sense, seems to give an important clue for 
understanding how he looks at it philosophically. How 
much of his perception does he automate, and how much of 
it does he cognitively override? 

Such questions send us on to consider the cognitive 
process, separated out, for convenience, from its functioning 
within the perceptual-cognitive process of which it is a 
part. | 
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“How a person looks at the world”: that deceptively 
simple phrase defines for us the general area of our concern. 
Man is the animal who must look at his world with 
care—and understand it—if he is to survive. The bombard- | 
ment of information received by his sensory equipment | 
pours in upon a complex and sophisticated processing ` 
equipment, but man does more than just receive, passively, | 
an input of data. Such passivity would be an appropriate 
part of an automatic response system. But the human. 
animal short-circuits many of its inputs, putting them. 
through a processing procedure that provides the means for 
checking them against stored information, and then acts 
with varying degrees of originality and freedom to search 
for more data. 

It is that middle ground, where experience is matched 
with wisdom, that concerns us now. 
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When the preacher stands before a group of people, 
ready to preach to them on some subject, he devoutly hopes 
that he can interest them in thinking about it. He may also 
hope to move them emotionally, and possibly change their 
overt behavior, but preaching is very much a cognitive 
event for both preacher and listener. It is the time when 

. everyone may pause to reflect on the meaning of some 

‘aspect of life. Sermons may slide away from reflections on 
“ meanings, but a major ingredient of preaching is cognitive. 

The preacher, then, stands before a group of people in 
the expectation that what he does will get them thinking, 
and about rather difficult subjects, inviting them to do a 
kind of thinking that they seldom do. He is expected to do 
some of this for them; encouraging them to go along with 
him, and is given the special time and place to do it, being 
the authoritative person who is trained in the art. He is the 
person who can think about ultimates. 

Thinking about ultimates is ordinary thinking carried, so 
to speak, to extremes. If there is a cognitive process which 
operates by some sort of divinely guided action of the mind, 
unknown to the uninitiated—such as inspired or ecstatic 

_utterances—we shall not deal with that here. For our 

purposes, the cognitive work done by all concerned during 
* the sermon is ordinary in its procedures, however odd its 
subject matter. 

This means that the preacher must be concerned about 
how his listeners do any kind of thinking at all. The odd 
subject to which he will lead them will stretch their 
capacity for thought, and to help them with it he must see 
| its kinship with all thinking. To put it in a word, he is 
concerned with their capacity for finding meaning. 

; The human organism exists by the construction of 
| meanings. Unlike simpler forms of life, it develops the 
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capacity for deciding (“consciously,” as we label the 
mysterious process) what is going on out there and within 
himself. A person develops that inner life that seems to 
mirror reality, constructing in the mind the symbolic forms 
that represent a world. He moves from learning the names 
of objects to theoretical models that attempt to describe 
their behavior and on to creative designs for possible 
alternative universes. He probably could not do very much 
of this if he could not receive from others the accumulated 


findings of past thinkers. The making of meanings is a ^ 


social behavior. 

Into this enormous subject we can only go a little way, 
but into it we must go, for the preacher is a part of the 
system of social agencies that are concerned with meaning: 
education, the mass media, and the arts. It is not enough for 
him to be orthodox in content; he must understand 
something of how meanings are made by each of us and 
add to that some special knowledge of how to help us make 
ultimate meanings. For he is, in the best sense of the word, 
an educator. 


Our concern will be with large meanings, with concepts, | 
that is, of great inclusiveness: /ove, forgzveness, the “organiz- | 


ing concepts" that are designed to make sense of great 


portions of experience. And our approach to this can be 
stated at once: the shaping of such concepts is difficult and 
comes late in human development, and, therefore, we need 
all the help we can get when we try to deal with such ideas. 
Furthermore, to extend that to the sermon: every sermon 


must have, in addition to its message, the function of | 


helping the listener to hear the message by enabling him to 
handle ideas of higher generality. The sermon must be both 
educational and therapeutic; it must raise ultimate ques- 
tions and assist us to think about them. To do the first 
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without the other can lead to pathological behaviors in 
both the preacher and the listener. 

The work of forming concepts is the work of creating an 
inner world which “is,” for us, simply the world. From 
early childhood we form symbols of the encountered world, 
immeasurably aided by the acquisition of language, and as 
Piaget and others show us, we gradually develop the skills 
of making interpretive models of what is going on out 
there. Every aspect of the process has given birth to schools 
of philosophy, but the schools of philosophy come later in 
the experience of an individual. We begin as naive realists. 
It is important to us to be able to assume that we know our 
world, that we see it as it is, with clear eyes, and are not 
mistaken about it. When we find on some occasion that we 
are mistaken, and that reality is not what we thought it 
was, the experience of such failure can touch off deep 
anxiety. We have what might be called a primitive need to 
know reality, for survival and therefore for sanity. 

It comes as something of a surprise, therefore, to 
discover how arbitrary much of our supposed knowledge of 
reality is. We take with equanimity, and even with 
pleasure, any discovery of error that leads to improved 
knowledge, but it can produce a certain giddiness to 
discover that we observe a world of our own constructing 
rather than the “real” world. When a man leaves naive 
knowing behind, he enters the confusing sophistications of 
epistemology, the knowledge problem, a seemingly endless 
circle of searchings for the proper way to know a world. For 
many generations we could assume that at least solid 
objects of ordinary experience were really there and were 
just about what we thought they were, but even this 
elementary certainty has been destroyed by the scientific 
peeling of the onion of matter. We do have, of course, a 
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fairly successful system for representing reality symbolically 
in our minds, and our survival proves it. But what works 
for ordinary experience, and fairly well, is not enough for 
extraordinary experience, and it is the philosophers, the 
psychologists, the anthropologists, and all who study man, 
who make themselves obnoxious by forcing us to look at 
the matter more closely. 

Consider, as a way of getting into this tricky situation, 
the way children begin to learn the art of naming things.' 
We must learn to do a simple, yet mysterious, thing: to 
recognize that things can be lumped together into classes. 
As William James put it, man begins to be human when he 
can say, "Aha, thingumabob again." He recognizes not only 
the possibility that objects can have a continuing identity, 
but that two objects may be instances of a common 
something. Provided with a verbal pigeonhole by an 
indulgent parent, the child not only names the object, 
"dog," but subsumes another experience under that cate- 
gory. He may also fit cows and horses under that category, 
and call them all dogs, but he is on his way, now, to 
organizing his universe, noting similarities and differences, 
and making important decisions about how to deal with 
new experiences in the light of the categories he has 
available. 

J. S. Bruner gave children two words: banana and peach, 
and asked how they were alike? A third word was then 
added: potato. How does it differ? How are all three alike? 
The list went on through meat, milk, water, air, germs, to 
stones; with the last, the question was: How does it differ? 
Children at early ages went through quite complex 
strategies for finding similarities. They ingeniously worked 
out ways of finding the second and following words similar 
to the first, or they worked out pairs of similarities, or 
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linked them all in a narrative. But older children found 
“superordinate concepts," as if they stood back from the 
cluster and saw through the surface differences to some 
underlying quality such as “nourishing.” The strategies of 
the younger children were complicated: they were unskilled 
categorizers. It would seem that a child is impressed by all 
the details of the object, with a rather admirable concern for 
its uniqueness. He must learn, we say, to move from those 
aspects of the object that are "appearances" to those that 
constitute its abstract "reality." Banana and peach may not 
look alike, but they are alike in one or more ways. Life 
imposes on the growing child the need to develop the skill 
of categorizing. One hopes that we do not at the same time 
destroy his wonderful skill at seeing the uniqueness of the 
object. But without the ability to organize a complex 
environment in some way, the mind would expire of 
instant overload. 

One can relive in a limited way the child's confusion as 
he confronts a universe of multiple objects by taking an 
"object sorting test." ? Consider the following list of items: 


spoon orange violin 
book button necktie 
bottle hat cat 
cigar string wheel 
key fishhook ball 


They are obviously a mixed lot and at first glance seem to 
fall into no natural categories. The task is simply to put 
together in groups whatever seem to go together. Any 
number of groups will do. Some objects may seem to stand 
alone. Some may seem to be candidates for admission to 
more than one group. There could be a series of solutions 
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to the task, depending on the changing mood of the sorter. 
Sorting by color, by weight, by use, are possibilities, and 
psychologists may find it informative to observe whether 
many categories are used, or only a few. The exercise may 
seem trivial, but it begins to reveal some of the ways that 
we bring to the world our assumptions about how it should 
be organized at more than a trivial level. The objects are 
seen as taking their places in a social system. Each of them 
begins to be rich with associations. “Fishhook” reminds us 
of one world, “violin” of another. For it is not just objects 
that are sorted out and located within a system of 
meanings. Every aspect of life has its place in a hierarchy of 
meanings, culminating in those large-scale, all-inclusive 
statements that make, or are intended to make, sense of the 
whole system. The objects are found, perhaps in a house, 
collected there by a family with purposes, behaviors, likes 
and dislikes. And the family is part of a community that has 
customs which regulate family life, and industries that 
provide objects, and a cluster of values that give coloration 
to every element of the system. And concerning it all, the 
great questions can be asked: It is good? Why is it there at 
all? Where did it come from? Where is it going? Who's in 
charge here? 

From the simple objects and their categorization (chairs 
and tables are "furniture") to the great questions, the 
process of sense-making moves up a ladder of increasing 
complexity. The process becomes more znclusive, taking in 
larger and larger clusters of data, and it becomes more 
abstract, requiring the formation of concepts that demand 
some hard cognitive work. It is easy to see that chairs and 
tables are "furniture," but with what does "furniture" go, 
and under what higher category can it be subsumed? (Try 
linking it with "appliances," to make a new category: 
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"household goods." But then what?) And the plain fact, as 
we all know, is that not everyone works his way up the 
cognitive ladder. Few of us continue after childhood to ask 
"why?" We may wonder which of two actions is “right,” 
but seldom do we sit down and reflect on the principles by 
which “rightness” itself is determined. The mental energy 
required for pushing on toward ultimate questions is 
unevenly distributed among us. And there are probably 
matters of intellectual ability to be considered. An aptitude 
for thinking abstractly can be tested, with suggestive, if not 
conclusive, results. Given a proverb such as, “Rome wasn’t 
built in a day,” one is asked to express the meaning of the 
proverb in general terms. Answers could range from the 
(literal) “It took centuries to build that ancient city,” to the 
(abstract) "Great ventures take time." For some, the task 
comes easily; others clearly have to work at it. There is 
some evidence, incidentally, that the blind have more 
difficulty than sighted people with this test, as if vision 
exercised the mind in some way in the skills of achieving 
detachment from particulars. 

Evidence that the mind needs time to do certain kinds of 
thinking is presented by work being done on “hesitation,” 
the usually unnoticed pauses in speech which the mind 
needs for word search, at just those places in the utterance 
where a difficult idea is to be expressed? The reader of a 
book can make such pauses for himself, but when he is read 
to (as by a preacher reading a manuscript sermon) he may 
need pauses that the reader does not permit him—after all, 
once the material is written down, the writer has no further 
problem with the content, and may not be able to recover 
his sense of where the pauses ought naturally to come. A 
discourse on difficult subjects, requiring either a special 
vocabulary or at least a vocabulary not easily activated, is a 
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discourse that puts demands on a listener that are worth our 
sympathetic attention, for he may need times for processing 
those sections that tax the mind. When we think of the 
verbal behavior of a preacher, these findings may suggest 
that as he carefully writes an eloquent sermon he is 
unwittingly planning a communication that will demand 
unusual efforts on the part of his listeners. It is no wonder 
that they often say that they prefer the conversational 
sermon delivered from notes. 

Since from the psychological point of view the work of 
thinking abstractly is difficult (and rarely done), it may not 
be surprising to discover that human life is arranged so that 
it is largely done for us. The meanings of things, ranging 
all the way from the names we give to objects to the 
answers we give to great questions, are provided by the 
"culture," that accumulation of wisdom about the world 
that a community retains as its heritage and which it 
carefully teaches to each new generation. Once learned, it 
makes philosophical musings unnecessary. One knows that 
monogamy is right, murder is wrong, kindness is good, 
cruelty is bad. During the period of socialization, the 
"why" questions may be asked and the educational system 
provides teachers trained to give the answers that explain. 
"Higher" education, at its best, produces an appropriate 
kind of “why” questioning as a continuing behavior for life 
(“the unexamined life is not worth living"). But for many | 
people, the availability of trusted, acceptable meanings, 
together with their natural inability for pursuing abstract 
questions, combine to make a life characterized by /mzg 
within a meaning system rather than by consciously | 
working out meanings for themselves. | 

Since it is the acquisition of language that permits the \ 
mind to develop the detached life of abstract thought, and 
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to reflect about the world in the absence of immediate 
sensory inputs, we can find in language a rich storehouse of 
the varieties of abstract behavior. Furthermore, it is in 
language that we can find those aspects of the handling of 
abstractions which are prominent in communication behav- 
iors, and especially in such verbal religious communication 
as preaching. And since language is only a little less 
mysterious than man himself, we can only identify a few of 
its elements. 

One of the major functions of language is to record 
those elements of experience which have been identified as 
important for the life of the people who speak the 
language. Arabs must know many words for camels, 
especially pregnant camels; Eskimos have many words for 
snow; in the Philippines, there are ninety-two terms for 
rice. Thus perceptual discrimination requires an extensive 
lexicon to match the observed detail. A language becomes 
loaded with words that refer to the particular behaviors of a 
culture. 

There is a larger issue which linguistic usage may raise, 

and it goes by the name of Benjamin Lee Whorf, although 

| he was not the first to raise the issue” The Whorfian 
, Hypothesis says that since a language emerges within the 
culture of a certain people, and since their experience of the 
world is naturally limited, that language can only present a 
limited view of the universe. However rich it may be in 
linguistic resources (especially in certain domains), it is 
capable of expressing only what that culture has experi- 
enced. 


We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native 


languages. The categories and types that we isolate from 
the world of phenomena we do not find there because they 
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stare every observer in the face; on the contrary, the world 
is presented in a kaleidoscope flux of impressions which 
has to be organized by our minds—and this means largely 
by the linguistic systems in our minds. We cut nature up, 
organize it into concepts, and ascribe significance as we do, 
largely because we are parties to an agreement to organize 
it in this way—an agreement that holds throughout our 
speech community and is codified in the patterns of our 


language.® 


This theory of “linguistic relativity,” if even partly true, 
raises the right kind of question, for it turns our attention 
to the kind of question about the obvious that might never 
be asked. As Joshua A. Fishman says, in a careful review of . 
Whorfs ideas, “Whorf (like Freud) impugns our objec- 
tivity and rationality.” ° Furthermore, if thinking operates, 
with a concealed cultural bias or limitation, it may well be 
that religious thinking would be peculiarly vulnerable to 
such effects. Charles F. Hockett says just this: “The impact 
of inherited linguistic patterns on activities is, in general, 
least important in the most practical contexts and most 
important in such ‘purely verbal’ goings-on as story-telling, 
religion, and philosophizing.” '? It is interesting, even 
amusing, to learn how many words Arabic has for pregnant 
camels, but such lexical differences seem to be surface 
differences, easily overcome when speakers from two 
linguistic families meet, even if translation must be by 
complex phrases rather than by the matching of single 
words. The linguistic relativity hypothesis really pinches, 
however, if it suggests that one is imprisoned within his 
language so completely that it governs his perception of the 
universe and limits what he can know of it. 

The question is obviously more than a linguistic one, 
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but it is language, achieved early in life and provided by the 
culture in which the child is immersed, which provides him 
with the essential tool for the unpacking of a universe, and 
the tool is specific, permitting some things to happen and 
unable to permit others to happen. If the linguistic tool has 
unsuspected limitations, clearly we want to know about 
them. And it may be that these considerations will be 
useful if they do no more than alert us to the way linguistic 
habits tilt (if they do not actually control) our thinking in 
the direction of certain cognitive habits. An important case 
that will need extensive examination in the immediate 
future is the common use of the masculine gender in 
God-talk. It might be noted, also, that in pragmatic, 
technological, activist America it seems important to speak 
of the God “who acts in history." We are also quite capable 
of speaking of the God who “is,” the “eternal,” the 
"unchanging," but it is action which our culture values, and 
this predisposes us to a particular linguistic-cultural-cogni- 
tive definition. We worry about such discoverable relativ- 
ism; Whorf suggests the more drastic notion that our 
language would make it impossible for us to step 
cognitively outside our habitual limits of thought. When 
the preacher speaks of the things of the spirit to people 
who are naive materialists, it may be that no matter how 
hard both parties try, the efforts to define spirit-words into 
materialist terms will always leave certain essential notions 
untouched. “Let us define our terms," we say, hopefully, 
but Whorf unsettles us with the suggestion that mutual 
agreement on definitions might be impossible. 

From many investigations into the ways by which people 
do the hard cognitive work of organizing the experiences of 
life, let us consider one that presents two quite different 
conceptualizing styles. Two groups of people were inter- 
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viewed to get their reports on the disastrous effects of a 
tornado on their community." One group was of limited 
education and incomes; the other, college graduates with 
higher incomes. The two reported in clearly differing 
coding styles, revealing two ways of looking at life and of 
organizing their understanding of its meaning. 

Members of the first group, the less educated, described 
the disaster as seen by each person as a narrative of events 
that were related to his own life. In contrast, the other 
group adopted various points of view, shifting perspectives 
and putting themselves in the roles of other participants. 
Like young children, the first group seemed to be 
dependent on immediate sensory inputs, and structured 
their description of events to conform to the experience of 
personal observation. 

Further differences between the cognitive behaviors of 
the two groups were revealed by their styles of communica- 
tion. The first, more "concrete" group assumed that the 
imagery they used—the terms, names, references and the 
like, would be universally understood by the interviewers, 
as if their immediate world was simply "reality" itself, 
shared by everyone. The more "abstract" group provided a 
variety of clarifying and illustrative additions to their 
reports, as if they understood that a complex event included 
dimensions of meaning difficult to assimilate. 

As further evidence of a "concrete" style, the first group 
spoke almost entirely about specific people, and could give 
little information about groups of people (storekeepers, 
policemen). In contrast, the other group reported easily on 
the activities of groups and engaged naturally in the task of 
classifying the chaotic effects of the disaster. 

The differences in cognitive behavior of these two series 
of interviews may be due to more than the educational 
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factor, but whatever the causes, they illustrate how 
differently a universe can be observed and organized. For 
some of us, the immediate details—things and people seen 
and heard and touched—cluster before us in all their 
variety. The "larger picture" just does not emerge. For 
others, these details are collected, but they are laid out upon 
the table, sorted and arranged; patterns are discovered, 
similarities are noted, and the collection of data is organized 
according to large, inclusive ideas. 

Sermons, however simple their style or vivid their 
concrete illustrations, urge the mind toward reflection. on 
larger meanings—the largest meaning of all. For this reason 
| (and there are others) the sermon commonly relies on 
cognitive work already done. Yt presents the conclusions to 
which the faith has come, and assumes that they are 
familiar, and need reinforcement rather than proof. But 
even this natural strategy can run into difficulties, as a 
deeper look into the cognitive process may reveal. Operat- 
ing at that deeper level, as the engineered structures to 
support our belief system, are our opinions, attitudes, and 
values, to which all the cognitive life that we have 
‘examined so far contributes. Into this structure we must 
now venture, for that is precisely what a sermon tries to do. 


M for Ambiguity 
Cognitive Styles 


When the preacher stands in the pulpit and looks down 
(actually, but not metaphorically, we hope) at the congre- 
gation, it would be natural in these days of controversy for 
him to see before him a group of people with strong 
opinions, so that a significant number of them seems to 
him to embody a modification of a current adage to read, 
“My mind is made up; don’t confuse me with the sermon!” 
If a congregation is human, it is composed of people with a 
complex network of opinions and attitudes about their 
world. Sooner or later, if he is a preacher worth his salt, he 
will plan to modify in some way some of those attitudes, 
and instinctively he knows that when he does, he will be 
engaged in one of the hardest tasks of his ministry. 

It would be absurd to think that when a man 
accumulates information about his universe, he is simply 
piling up discrete pieces of information, which are tucked 
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away into a memory bank to be ready for recall. Something 
more complicated and mysterious than this obviously 
occurs, for all this "information" settles down into a mix 
which becomes, in fact, the man himself. It is formed into 
what we might call his personality; in one sense, he is what 
he eats, but in a deeper sense, he is what he knows. And 
while he can remember many things, he could never recall 
and display that totality of his knowledge which is himself. 
Any biography or autobiography, however excellent, dem- 
onstrates this. 

Nevertheless, certain parts of this complex internal mix 
can be identified. Opinions, attitudes, and values are the 
cognitively discernable elements of the inner life of the 
person. The three words have no common meanings for 
such a discussion as this, but one way of distinguishing 
among them ranges them in an order of increasing 
generality and importance. Opznions relate to specifics, and 
are the application of attitudes, which are more general, to 
particular cases. 717:4des, then, are rooted in values, which 
are more general still, and probably more enduring and 
deeply rooted than attitudes. All three words refer to a 
network of cognitive formations of data about the world, 
organized to provide ways of understanding it and behaving 
in it. Chesterton conflated all three when he said that if he 
were to rent a room, he would want to know his landlady's 
metaphysics. 

It should be added that attitudes (to speak of all three by 
that single term) are not simply cognitive; since the whole 
person is to some extent invested in his attitudes, attitudes 
are emotional as well as cognitive. As one definition says, 
they are “valenced cognitions,” cognitions with an emo- 
tional tone. They represent ways of being for or against the 
world and its encountered elements. 
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The first thing to be said about attitudes is that they 
serve an absolutely necessary function for survival. As the 
codified educated responses a man has ready for encoun- 
tering the world, they function as his ways of dealing with 
it on the basis of experience. Like “concepts” or “words” 
they are the (more complex) tools he retains for recogniz- 
ing and interpreting the data with which his environment 
bombards him—more complex because they put together 
into a pattern the more isolated data that are distinguished 
by the perceptual process. 

Being necessary, they tend to be valued when they are 
stable. It is important to the organism, as it moves through 
a changing, varied environment, to be able to recognize and 
evaluate what's there, to distinguish friend from foe, and 
rapidly, for there may not be time to deliberate. The 
process of forming and holding attitudes seems to have . 
kept what we might think of as the operating pattern that 
was built into it by the way it functioned far back in the 
early history of reflective man. If our response to environ- 
mental events is not genetically programmed, and instead 
must be worked out by a less automatic system, the 
perceptual-cognitive system, then it must at least develop 
an operating efficiency, and this means clear-cut attitudes, 
ready to be applied as judgments concerning the meaning 
of events as they are encountered. This explains one aspect 
of the function of a "culture." Attitudes are psychologically 
necessary but they are also sociologically necessary. They 
must be learned. And as they tend to be fixed in a mind so 
they tend also to be fixed in a culture. A man's opinions 
may be personal and rather easily changed, but he shares 
with his fellows a set of attitudes, and these he knows are 
rooted in the culture that defines for him the values that 
seem to him unquestionable, universal, and an authentic 
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part of "reality." For both psychological and sociological 
security, a stable structure of meanings must be available 
and must seem to have a reasonable degree of trustworthi- 
ness and stability. 

Stable, and yet open to modification. Remember the 
parable of the cell. Its ideal existence is defined by a 
favorable environment in which it operates with a mini- 
mum of decisions. (Put that way, it sounds like an ideal 
existence for what we used to call the tired businessman.) 
But when the environment changes, any organism that can 
only operate with a few fixed responses finds itself unable 
to cope. For the human organism, the complexities of 
personal and social existence demand the kind of flexibility 
of response that will permit /earning, at least in the 
technological culture of our recent centuries. Our percep- 
tual sensitivities, combined with environmental change and 
complexity, make it necessary for the individual to learn, to 
be a man, and to continue to be a man. 

Remember not only the cell, but a few things we all 
know about religion. One way of looking at religion is to 
consider its function within individual and social life. It 
serves as a wisdom about living, a plan for living, and 
living more abundantly, a “way.” It not only offers a plan, 
but (within Christian thought, at least) it.must set its plan 
over against the plans people have adopted, and which 
range from the higher naturalisms of the best of the secular 

traditions to the distorted personal plans of natural, sinful 
. man. One function of the preacher is to set the Christian 
way over against its competitors, and to persuade people to 
adopt it. And one way to define the problem of preaching is 
| to say that it is an effort to move people to revise their 
_hard-won structuring of the world, their meaning system, 
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or to put it more dramatically, to change what they hang oi on 
to in order to keep sane. 

Our concern, then, is not only with being right about | 
the plan, but with the way people cling to the plan they | | 
already have, and to feel a pastoral concern for their 23 
reluctance. to. change- it. Even when they know that it is ` 
inadequate, or woefully incomplete, or rapidly disintegrat- 
ing, some deep, organic body wisdom advises them to keep 
what they have rather than to fly to evils that they know 
not of. It is important, therefore, that the preacher know 
something about the ways that meaning structures are 
retained. The issue is not what a person believes, but how 
he believes it, his believing ` 'style." 

A convenient way of opening this large subject is to 
think of believing behavior as located on a scale ranging 
from flexibility to rigidity? What we are locating on the 
scale is a person’s habitual way of processing information 
presented to him—does he put it at once into a clear-cut 
category, or does he sometimes permit the data to suggest a 
modification of the category so that he actually does what 
we graphically describe as “changing one’s mind.” It might 
be noted that we shall not be talking about intelligence, but 
we do have in mind a structure that can be thought of as 
deep enough, and enduring enough, to be thought of as a 
part of one’s personality. 

Studies of flexibility-rigidity have had a long history, and 
one chapter of this has been the investigation of the effects 
of rigidity on perception, some of which we have already 
noted. One famous experiment revealed the difficulty some 
children had with perceiving change in a set of drawings in 
which a dog was gradually changed into a cat; it was as if 
they clung to the perception that was clear, and were 
reluctant to accept the new data? Frenkel-Brunswik, who 
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made these studies, related rigidity in children to authoritar- 
ian behavior in their parents: 


The requested submission and obedience to parental 
authority is only one of the many external, rigid and 
superficial rules which such a child learns . . . dominance- 
submission, cleanliness-dirtiness, badness-goodness, virtue- 
vice, masculinity-femininity are some of the dichotomies 


customarily upheld in the homes of such children.‘ 


Such a child, faced with demands at home which he cannot 
meet, learns to conform to external rules, and finds his 
defense against the threats of life in obedience to clear, 
unchangeable structures. He learns, therefore, in his own 
defense to have a low "tolerance of ambiguity." 

Studies in rigidity range from examining the ways rigid 
personalities perceive, to the opinions they hold, and to the 
ways they hold them. Classic among these is The Autborr- 
tarian Personality, published in 1950, a volume in a series 
entitled "Studies in Prejudice," designed to record basic 
research stimulated by the anti-Semitism of Nazi Germany 
(and many other places) 
| For the rigid person, the environmental bombardment 

.must be met defensively. Budner defines “intolerance of 
ambiguity” as the tendency to perceive and interpret 
ambiguous situations as sources of threat, and for him 
“ambiguity” can be either completely new data (which 
seems to provide no clues for its interpretation), or an 
overload of data (too many clues), or contradictory data 
(which triggers opposing interpretations).° Furthermore, he 
found that intolerance of ambiguity correlated with self- 
ratings as “conventional,” "cautious," “ordinary,” and 
“timid,” and with belief in God, attendance at religious 
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services, less wondering about religious meanings, and with 
idealization of, and submission to, parents! Clustered in 
that one study are matters that will concern us in the near 
future. 

One way of searching beneath the rigidity-flexibility 
description of behavior is provided by O. J. Harvey and his 
colleagues.’ He locates conceptual behavior on a range that 
has as its extremes “concreteness” and "abstraction." 
Concreteness provides an explanation of rigidity by think- 
ing of rigid thinking as closer to immediate perceptual 
experience. It is more automatic, involving less conceptual 
activity. Abstract thinking, as the word implies, points to a 
more extensive, flexibly organized set of concepts at work. 
One is reminded of the distinction that Piaget demon- 
strated by the thinking of children capable of conserving 
quantity, in contrast to their earlier thinking in which the 
immediate perceptual experience could control and mislead. 
Harvey's description of the difference is this: 


More concrete functioning is expressed at the behavioral 
level by high stimulus-response requiredness, the extreme 
of which could be illustrated by such one-to-one corre- 
spondence as that between the stimulus of a light and the 
toxic response of a moth. More abstract functioning on the 
other hand, because of a more enriched and complex 
mediational system and a greater ability to transcend and 
depart from the immediate and perceptual characteristics of 
the impingements, results in less absolutism, that is, 
greater relativism in thought and action? 


The descriptions of the typical mental behavior of the 


"concrete" persons in this research begin to paint a portrait, 
admittedly of the extreme case, as an aid to identification. 
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Such a person has a "simpler cognitive structure": he tends 
to make extreme and polarized evaluations of data; he 
depends on authorities rather than on his own powers of 
discernment and of judgment; he has a low tolerance for 
ambiguity; he finds it hard to change his mind, and 
depends on stereotypes. One summary list of the behaviors 
of the concrete person reads: 


A higher score on the factor of dictatorialness reflected in 
such behavioral characteristics as high need for structure, 
high rule orientation, high dictation of procedure, high 
frequency of the usage of unexplained rules, high punitive- 
ness, low diversity of activities, and low encouragement of 
individual responsibility.? 


The descriptive terms for the constricted, rigid mind 
have begun to accumulate: simple conceptual structures, 
black-white evaluations, ethnocentrism, reliance on stereo- 
types, absolutism—and, as we shall continue to see, 
superstition, religiosity, and dogmatism. Included or im- 
plied in these patterns of behavior are elements of 
explanation, expressive of an emerging theory to account 
for them. "Concrete" mental functioning is described as if it 
were undeveloped, a kind of conceptualizing appropriate to 
early childhood. More "abstract" behavior engages the 
conceptual life more fully. And the investigation of these 
differences suggests strongly that certain kinds of childhood 
experiences have acted to inhibit possible development. 

We turn now to a more theoretical, less tightly woven 
model for such behaviors, one that moves us closer to an 
examination of these behaviors in philosophical and 
religious thinking: the “open-closed” system of Milton 
Rokeach. 
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Rokeach and his colleagues published The Open and 
Closed Mind in 1960, as an extension of the investigations 
reported in The Authoritarian Personality. That book had 
focused on “right authoritarianism,” that of the Nazi. It 
had then been suggested that the same personality charac- 
teristics could be found in those who hold leftist views. 
Rokeach moved beyond this: 


In other words, if our interest is in the scientific study of 
authoritarianism, we should proceed from right authoritari- 
anism not to a refocus on left authoritarianism, but to the 
general properties held in common by all forms of 
authoritarianism.!! 


He intends to study authoritarianism apart from any 
content; in short, to make a study of its structure. Further- 
more, such studies fall into a larger category—the study of 
belief systems, which means “each and every belief and; 
disbelief of every sort the person may have built up about. 
the physical and social universe he lives in. We mean it to 
represent each man's zotal framework for understanding his/ 
universe as best he can." " | 


To what extent would it be meaningful to speak of 
structural properties that tie together a person's ideologi- 
cal, conceptual, perceptual, and esthetic systems? Is it 
possible to say that the extent to which a person's belief 
system is open or closed is a generalized state of mind 
which will reveal itself in his politics and religion, the way 
he goes about solving intellectual problems, the way he 
works with perceptual materials, and the way he reacts to 
unorthodox musical compositions? !? 
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When the baby begins to touch, taste, and in other ways 
inspect his environment, he begins the process which 
moves from muscle and nerve, and the programming of the 
genetic codes, to metaphysics, religion, and the dance of the 
ultimates. The process has a style for which his terms 
"open" and "closed" (used, it should be noted, in a 
somewhat special way) correspond to the terms "flexible" 
and "rigid." 

For our purposes, the most useful portion of Rokeach's 
analysis is his three-part division of beliefs on a dimension 
extending from "central" beliefs to "peripheral" beliefs. 

Beliefs may be "central": that is, beliefs about the 
physical universe, about human nature, about myself— 
about reality. He calls such beliefs "primitive," and says, 
"One definition of primitive belief is any belief that 
virtually everyone is believed to have also.” 4 In one's 
central belief region will be located the conventional 
metaphysical wisdom of one's day. 

The "intermediate" region (of the central-peripheral 
dimension) is the set of beliefs one has about authority, the 
sources from which most beliefs are derived. For much of 
our knowledge, especially new knowledge not included 
within the central belief region, we depend on sources. 
There are, however, important variations in the kind of 
dependence we may have upon our authorities. The 
intermediate belief region also includes beliefs about people 
in general, and Rokeach notes that most of our acceptance 
or rejection of data is, to use his term, "opinionated." That 
is, we link our attitude toward an opinion with our attitude 
toward those who hold it, saying “Any intelligent person 
knows . . ." or "Only a stupid person would think. . . ." 

Finally, a "peripheral" belief region includes the beliefs 
that do not fall into the central or intermediate regions. 
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These are the great body of beliefs and opinions of varying 
importance that we know many people do not share with 
us; they do not have sufficient generality of acceptance to 
fall into the central belief region. 

Within that region of "primitive," basic beliefs about 
reality, which one assumes everybody holds to be true, a 
person may be described as “closed” to the extent that the 
specific content of his primitive beliefs is chat the world is a 
hostile and dangerous place, whereas for the “open” person, 
the world is generally “friendly.” Pessimism about nature, 
man and self marks the closed person; optimism about 
these traditional areas of metaphysics marks the person 
who is open. 

Concerning the nature and function of "authority," the 
closed person needs authorities who are "absolute," clear 
and firm in their findings, and people who disagree with 
accepted authorities are rejected. For the open person, 
authorities are valued more loosely, and disagreement with 
them or among them is taken less seriously. 

That large collection of "peripheral beliefs," which do 
not qualify for membership among the basic beliefs of the 
central region, are held by the closed person chiefly because 
they have the backing of authority, and therefore contradic- 
tions among them may not be noticed. They are psychologz- 
cally related rather than /ogzcally related. For the more open 
person, peripheral beliefs are, as Rokeach puts it, "in 
relative communication with each other," and are less the 
result of blind acceptance of the voice of authority. The 
open person does more of the work of conceptual decision- 
making for himself. Many peripheral beliefs are about 
ambiguous data. A person knows that there is no consensus 
of conclusions about such data, but the open person leans 
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less heavily upon authorities and puts more trust in his 
own sorting out of the evidence. 

The closed person, who comes through in this system as 
the most easily described, is revealed as pessimistic and 
anxious in his central beliefs. The universe is hostile and 
dangerous; people are not to be trusted; his own self-esteem 
is low. 


Thus, the more closed the belief-disbelief system, the more 
do we conceive it to represent, in its totality, a tightly 
woven network of cognitive defences against anxiety. . . . 
Indeed, we suggest that in the extreme, the closed system 
is nothing more than the total network of psychoanalytic 
defence mechanisms organized together to form a cognitive 
system and designed to shield a vulnerable mind.” 


All belief systems, he says, "serve two powerful and 
conflicting sets of motives at the same time: the need for a 
cognitive framework to know and to understand and the 
need to ward off threatening aspects of reality.” 16 When 
reality is threatening, the need to know may be satisfied by 
authorities, and therefore in the closed system, authorities 
must be strong, unambiguous, clear, and supportive of 
other elements in the belief system. Openness, then, 
becomes "the extent to which the person can receive, 
evaluate, and act on relevant information received from the 
outside on its own intrinsic merits, unencumbered by 
irrelevant factors in the situation arising from within the 
person or from the outside," such as "unrelated habits, 
beliefs, and perceptual cues, irrational ego motives, power 
needs, the need for self-aggrandizement, the need to allay 
anxiety, and so forth.” !” 

It is the closed system that can be most sharply defined, 
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and clearly it represents a behavior which Rokeach (and his 


readers, probably) finds undesirable. Yet anyone with a- 


closed mind has the same subjective experience of his 
cognitive process that the person with an open mind has; it 
does, after all, satisfy the need to know. And he adds, "the 
real people we all know have systems that are neither 
completely open nor completely closed. Furthermore, like 
the diaphragm on a camera, a system can expand and 
contract within limits, as conditions vary.” ! 

The central belief region in Rokeach's analysis is of 
special interest to the theologian. Beliefs about "reality," 
assumed to be universally accepted, so true as to be immune 
to doubt or contradiction, form a person's metaphysic, his 
ideas of space, time, causality, substance, together with the 
emotional valence that determines their value. On his 
Dogmatism Scale—the instrument he devised for testing 
for open or closed behavior—closed persons give affirma- 
tive responses to these statements: 


11. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature. 

12. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lone- 
some place. 

13. Most people just don't give a "damn" for others. 

23. At times I think I am no good at all.'? 


Discovering the causes that might produce a closed 
system would be difficult since they probably lie somewhere 
in childhood, perhaps in unpredictable parental controls, or 
in an early deprivation of the freedom to explore and to 
take creative risks. But we seem on firmer ground when we 


notice that environmental change and uncertainty can move, 
a belief system toward closure. For a person, and perhaps \ ~ 
for a culture, there seems to be a level of tolerable / 
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uncertainty in the intellectual structures by which the 
universe is comprehended. In the interplay between security 
and creativity which must achieve some sort of balance in 
the human organism's encounters with its environment, the 
closed person loads the scales on the side of security. For 
him it is necessary that the interpretive structures by which 
the world is defined should be clear and distinct, and for the 
most part unchanging, and expressed for him by an 
authoritative voice. Like the eye observing the visual 
permutations of a rotating cube, but maintaining the 
knowledge that the cubic form remains undistorted, the 
closed person must automate, as much as possible, his 
observation of the more complex events of life, and for his 
own sanity and peace of mind maintain a sense of their 
stability. In the closed person we have a definition of the 
pathological philosopher whose capacity to read the 
changing events of a world in process has become distorted 
by internal insecurities so that he can no longer keep open 
the lines of communication between himself and his world. 

These studies of closed, concrete behavior are given a 
special importance to us by the possibility that the closed 
person tends to seck out religion and to find in a church the 
security, clarity, and moral strictness that he values. A long 
history of investigation into this matter has accumulated, 
and Dittes testifies to the unsatisfactory state of this 
research.” Much of it equates “religious” with “church- 
going” and fails to distinguish among the varieties of 
religious belief and expression. For our purposes it is 
enough to assume that in most congregations a significant 
number of closed minds will turn up, and we need not 
worry about whether such minds cluster in churches more 
than in other institutions. In recent years especially, a 
diffuse environmental threat, built up by rapid cultural 
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change and intensified by a series of dramatic transforma- 
tions of social structures, has probably shifted many minds 
in the direction of closedness. 

The closed mind shows in various ways its insecurity. 
Troubled by ambiguity, novelty, confusion, and uncertainty, 
it turns to strong authorities for reassurance and guidance. 
In its primitive beliefs it finds the universe to be 
threatening, and man and nature are evil. To such a mind, 
the contemporary decline of authorities and institutions 
compounds the difficulties. An authority must pass two 
tests. It must have strength (clarity, simplicity, definiteness) 
and pesszmzsm (with a focus on sin, guilt, and punishment). 
When the churches, the supposed havens of order and 
security, called for social reform and liturgical change in a 
time of cultural transition, many people experienced a sense 
of outrage. Not surprisingly, conservative churches flour- 
ished. Yet many a “liberal” churchman, who might be put 
off by the old-time religion, nevertheless may feel some 
degree of metaphysical anxiety and he may welcome 
stability and structure where it can be found. 

Let us put a case in a clear, simple, structured form (as a 
relief from our own anxieties). Consider a congregation 
made up of Rokeach’s closed minds. The preacher enters 
the pulpit, as the authoritative person taking the authorita- 
tive place. He speaks of God’s goodness, and of His love 
for the good world that he loves, and of His forgiveness for 
all people, and the sermon suggests that the congregation 
learn to see the emerging needs and values of the new 
culture, and get out and join the action. The preacher 
speaks, however, to people who know that the world is 
dangerous and bad and that people are evil and that the old 
ways are familiar, safe, and only rejected by criminals and 
troublemakers. As the preacher speaks, his "authority" 
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v leaks rapidly away; he unfits himself, in the eyes of the 


people, to speak for the tradition. What is Good News to 
the preacher is bad news to the congregation. At a deep, 
subcognitive level they know he is wrong. The wrongness 
seems to be at the level of ideas, but the problem lies 
deeper than that. It lies in differing ways that preacher and 
congregation do their thinking, and which do indeed affect 
the results of the thinking. But to negotiate at the level of 
ideas only is to miss the mark. 

For the preacher, responsible for controlling the 
PEE event, the issue may be put in this way: How can 
' he speak so that. he enables the listener to hear that Eh 
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/ he is unable to. hear? How can in the preacher d devise a 
 metacommunication Strategy. which will make communica- 
tion possible? - 

The general difficulty we all have in building the more 
abstract levels of our metaphysical structures can be given a 
pathological intensity if our internal security is weak, or 
environmental threat is more than we can deal with. If such 
pathologies can seem to demand of the preacher both forms 
and contents of preaching that he knows to be illicit, as 


untrue to the gospel or inappropriate to his function as 


. preacher, then the preacher must include in his repertory of 


homiletical skills one which might be termed therapeutic. 
Whenever he ventures to lead people into reflection upon 
, important. matters, his discourse. may 1 need. to include a 


| compassionate a attention to the distress that such reflection 
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(can cause, and an informed attention to Ways of helping 
( cople be healed of their cognitive : anxieties. The preacher 
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may not be able to heal the person in depth, but he can 


/ give therapeutic attention to the distress that the homileti- 


cal event may be producing in many listeners. 
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Cognitive Junings 
Preaching in A va ye Key 


It was in 1921 that the second edition of Barth’s 
commentary on Romans was published, and a major voice 
of Protestant theology began to be heard.! It would be hard 
to overestimate the influence of Karl Barth, but it would be 
safe to say that for about half a century he was for many 
students of theology the chief influence on their thinking. 
And not only on their theological thinking, for since 
preaching was of great importance to Barth, his theology 
defined for many preachers their strategy and rationale of 
preaching, and it has defined the theory which has been 
used to justify the form and content of the ministry of the 
Word within the eucharist. 

Nothing could be more natural as a justification of the 
sermon and as description of its nature, for Barth reaffirms 
the tradition that says that God speaks through scripture 
and through the preacher, making the preaching event a 
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divine action that breaks in upon man's futile round of 
philosophical speculations and brings what man could 
never discover on his own. Such a theory of preaching 
assumes, and even celebrates, the gap between human 


knowledge and revealed knowledge. 


Preaching is the Word of God which he himself has 
spoken; but he makes use, according to his good pleasure, 
of the ministry of a man who speaks to his fellowmen, in 
God's name, by means of a passage of Scripture. Such a 
man fulfills the vocation to which the Church has called 
him, and through his ministry, the Church is obedient to 


the mission entrusted to her 
Elaborating on this, Barth goes on to say: 


The starting point is the fact that God wills to reveal 
himself; he himself bears witness to his Revelation; he has 
effected it and will effect it. Thus preaching takes place in 
obedience, by listening to the will of God. This is the 
process in which the preacher is involved, which consti- 
tutes part of his life and controls the content as well as the 
form of his preaching. Preaching is not a neutral activity, 
nor yet a joint action by two collaborators. It is the exercise 
of sovereign power on the part of God and obedience on 
the part of man. 

Only when preaching is controlled by this relationship 
can it be regarded as "kerygma," that is, as news pro- 
claimed by a herald who thereby fulfills his function? 


This might be called a “high” doctrine of preaching, 
stressing the unique, given quality of revelation, the 


derived, but nevertheless great, authority of the preacher 
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and giving to the act of preaching a numinous possibility. 
The miracle of revelation can happen again in the hearing 
of sermons if the preacher is faithful to his commission. 

There are many church people, preacher and listener 
alike, for whom such a theory of preaching seems natural 
and inevitable, given the Christian understanding of God 
and the uniqueness of the incarnation. Nevertheless, just as 
Barthian theology itself has in recent years lost much of its 
persuasiveness, this theory has begun to suffer the death of 
a thousand qualifications. For preachers, it has so many 
advantages that it is modified only with reluctance, but 
modification becomes necessary. It is haunted by the ghosts 
of many unanswered questions concerning the authority of 
scriptures. It raises worrisome questions about mistaking 
man's voice for God's voice. It is subtly undermined by the 
scientific and democratic tradition that knows the impor- 
tance of cooperative searching for truth, and which distrusts 
any claim to infallibility. At its worst, it seems to try to 
solve the major metaphysical problems of man by an act of 
spiritual violence, as if it hoped to override the contempo- 
rary search for truth by fiat. 

If preaching strategies and theories were thought of as | 
located on a range or spectrum, we could think of this high | 
doctrine of preaching as defining one extreme, with an / 
alternative doctrine at the opposite end of the spectrum, ( i 
and this we might call, in mild opposition to the first, or | 
Barthian, theory, “apologetical.” It is a theory of preaching \ 
that stresses the arts of reconciliation, finding in the world ^ 
points of contact with the biblical revelation. One thinks of 
the long tradition of the free churches as exemplars of this 
theory, and the liberal theology that valued man’s efforts in 
religious thinking, and which was the target for Barth’s 
revelational theology. Behind such preaching was the long, 
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hopeful enterprise of natural theology, which in its 
post-Thomistic forms usually meant the teleological argu- 
ment, sustained by the findings of science. It was a gallant 
tradition, and it flourished long past the deadly analysis of 
it by David Hume. It was Charles Gore who said that 
the nineteenth century was built on the twin pillars of the 
Bible and the teleological argument, and at the end of the 
century, both were destroyed. Biblical criticism had eroded 
the authority of the Bible, and the critiques of Hume and 
others had caught up with the arguments for the existence 
of God. 

One might ponder the fact that for a considerable 
number of preachers today, the justification for preaching is 
based upon a combination of these two homiletical 
doctrines, the one stressing revelation and scripture, and the 
other stressing apologetics and reason, and with Gore’s 
comment in mind, reflect on the possibility that both are 
inadequate. The sermon is closely tied to scripture, and 
both preacher and congregation often keep in uneasy 
uncertainty the question of how much of what is said is 
truly the Word of God. As the ordained man, given the 
right to interpret the Word, the preacher speaks with 
authority, but clearly the congregation retains some sort of 
listener's rights, and shares the responsibility with the 
preacher of discerning God's Word in the words of the 
preaching man. 

What strategy for preaching can be devised which might 
hope to avoid on the one hand an illicit dependence on 
God's miraculous rescuing of preacher and congregation 
from the problem of how to hear only God's Word, and on 
the other a naive attempt to reconstruct the gospel out of 
an adroit compilation of current earthly wisdom? Our effort 
to do this will be based on our examination of the ways by 
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which a man assembles his larger theories about his 
universe. We shall consider the sermon as designed to 
assist the listener to do a difficult thing—to relate gospel. 
and life by moving in that area where none of us. moves , 
easily, the area where philosophies and theologies operate! 
in us. Our view of the sermon will consider it as a human * 
behavior of great complexity, with the hope of making 
possible the results anticipated by both the major strategies 
that we have just briefly identified. 

Let us begin by making a working assumption, putting it 
in a somewhat exaggerated form as a way of sharpening our 
perception of it. Let us assume that reflection on the deeper 
meanings of life, difficult for most people in the best of 
circumstances, is in our day especially difficult. We live in a 
mental climate that systematically unfits us to do that 
special kind of thinking required for reflection on ultimate 
meanings. Ours is a culture that lives by proximate causes ' 
and operates with proximate purposes. It is a culture of, » 
"how" rather than of “why.” If it has a philosophy, that 
philosophy is pragmatism, a philosophy that can draw 
effective analogies from engineering. 

For such a mental climate, encounters with the language. - 
of ultimates can be more intoxicating than nourishing. A ;' 
Sunday service with sermon can constitute a brief, heady 
moment with God-talk but often the discussion at the 
coffee hour afterward reveals how much deep confusion has 
not been dealt with. The institutional results of such a 
situation are predictable—a strong and growing biblical 
fundamentalism, immersed in a religion of the past; a 
fringe group of experimentalists, searching for renewal 
within the life of the emotions; and a middle group that 
continues on by habit, finding little that speaks to their 
condition, and which drifts away bodily or mentally. 
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A strategy for preaching that takes seriously the 
contemporary difficulties in the way of comprehending a 
discourse about ultimates is suggested to us by a missionary 
to a culture which has lost its ancient religious tradition 
and in accepting Western technology has become the 
victim of its non- (or anti-) metaphysical character. The 
culture is that of Japan, and the missionary is the Jesuit, 
Alphonse Nebreda.‘ 

In conversations with Japanese non-Christians, Nebreda 
found that any presentation of the gospel produced 
incomprehension. The difference between the cognitive 
systems of the Japanese and of the Christians was simply 
too great. Greek and Hebraic concepts could no longer be 
presupposed. Nebreda devised, therefore, a communication 
strategy for his missionary work which he called “pre- 
kerygmatic.” Before tbe kerygma can be presented, the way must 
be prepared for it. Pre-kerygmatic work activates the basic 
human questions about man and his world and strives to 
find a common ground, an initial agreement on the great 
questions of life. For Nebreda, raised in the Thomistic 
tradition, the pre-kerygmatic task was a matter of applied 
natural theology. 

In the Catholic tradition, theology had always been 
thought of as coming in two “volumes,” natural theology 
and revealed theology. Natural theology prepared the way 
for revealed theology and was essential to its existence. It 
has been the decline of natural theology, the “sick man of 
Europe,” > that has resulted in much of our present 
theological weakness, and it is the sermon that throws this 
weakness into high relief. And as Barthianism (if not Barth 
himself) reacted against the weaknesses of nineteenth-cen- 
tury natural theology, and formed a strategy for preaching 
based on the rejection of the apologetical approach, so 
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preaching in the Barthian mode emphasized the kerygma, 
as if no viable apologetic approaches were trustworthy. We 


seek, therefore, a new apologetical mode, and adopt | 


?? 


Nebreda’s term “pre-kerygmatic,” and consider it as mov- 


ing at the level of natural theology, but with the aid of 


insights into the cognitive process derived from the study 
of human communication processes, to prepare the mind to 
understand revealed theology. Until the pre-kerygmatic 
work is done, the kerygma can be heard but not 
understood. It lodges in the mind of the listener as 
somehow familiar, but as detached from the structures by 
which he makes sense of reality. And the hearing of it can 
produce a strange response, shot through with feelings of 


\ 
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guilt and despair. To put the matter in paradoxical terms, if ; 


we want to preach the gospel, we must preach not the gospel, 
but ut preparation for. the gospel. 

An illuminating way of describing the two volumes, 
natural and revealed theology, was popular as late as the 
seventeenth century. Natural theology is found in the 
creation, the first great volume that God wrote, and 
scripture is God’s second volume, completing the theme of 
the first by adding the special truths of redemption. For 
some, the difference was not between “natural” and 
“revealed,” but between “general revelation” and “special 
revelation”; in nature, God revealed his will for man by 
setting forth the structures of life and by planting in man a 
hunger for ultimate truth and for the fullness of life. It is in 
the rapid decline of our sense of the universe as a “creation” 
that we can locate an important part of the problem of 
contemporary religious thinking. When preaching is at its 
most ineffective, it is often because the sermon is designed 
to express the gospel in the summary and abstract terms of 
theology, as if such a presentation of the distilled essence of 
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the faith would be most true to the command to "preach 
the gospel," and would serve to guarantee that the voice of 
God would be predominant over the voice of man. But it is 
not selfevident that when God speaks, he speaks the 
abstract language of theology. 

Pre-kerygmatic preaching would take as its basic mate- 
rial, and perhaps even its text, the creation. It assumes that 
only the creation is common to us all, to all cultures and to 
all degrees of religious interest within a culture. It views 
creation as revealing, and finds gospel within it, enough to 
_ build on. One model for such pre-kerygmatic preaching can 
be found in drama. 

Drama, including cinema, opera, mime, and other forms 
of theater, has important parallels to the liturgical event 
and the preaching that occurs within it. A play (excluding 
plays that simply enact an ideology in a didactic way) 
selects a portion of the creation and unfolds it, working 
hard to maintain accuracy in its development of the bit of 
reality chosen, and to excite the audience to perceive more 
and more meaning in it. The art of the playwright is tested 
by his ability to select a luminous piece of reality, so that 
the natural or realistic unfolding of it does indeed stir the 
philosophical imagination. of the observer. It is "natural" in 
that the unfolding seems to proceed by a momentum 
appropriate to the material. The bit of reality chosen thus 
functions as sacraments do, becoming an enacted symbol 
productive of meanings. The setting helps to keep the 
process concentrated. House lights dim, the attention of the 
audience is controlled and directed, and the time available is 
limited. And it is important to note that the audience is 
permitted a degree of freedom; although the play moves 
toward a resolution intended by the playwright, the 
audience enjoys a shock of recognition as it draws its own 
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conclusions, and the better the play, the more various the 
conclusions. 

Nearly all these elements of theater would be woven 
into pre-kerygmatic sermons. The selection of the appropri- 
ate bit of reality as “subject,” the brief, focused, liturgically 
controlled occasion, the freedom of the listener to discover 
meaning 1 for himself, and the stimulation of the listener’s 
imagination to find deeper and deeper levels of significance 
—all these elements would determine the content of such 
preaching. One way of distinguishing pre-kerygmatic 
preaching from other kinds is by the function of the 
"illustration." Ordinarily, an abstract idea is brought home 
to the congregation by an illustration from human experi- 
ence; idea is primary, illustration is secondary. In pre-keryg- 
matic preaching the illustration. is the sermon; the illustra- 
tion, extended and given a dramatic life of its own, is 
primary, and the ideas generated by it are secondary. 

The parallel between pre-kerygmatic preaching and 
theater breaks down at one important point. The play- 
wright is free to move an audience toward any meaning he 
wishes, or to leave the play open-ended, or to stimulate 
reflections of several kinds. The pre-kerygmatic sermon is 
preached by a Christian to Christians; it is, after all, 
pre-kerygmatic. The preacher, speaking from the vantage 
point of the faith, holds a particular view of creation, and 
this governs his selection of material and his treatment of 
it. He would rarely be content simply to be stimulating, or 
to provoke something like a free classroom discussion of 
possible meanings. He returns the listener to the data of 
life, but he hopes to reveal it for what it is. Yet if he 
distorts the data to fit his doctrine, his sermon is not in fact 
pre-kerygmatic, for pre-kerygmatic preaching stands or falls 
on its being true to reality. He must give to the creation the 
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same exegetical care that he would give a passage of 
scripture. If his theme is the odd pairing of love and hate, 
he must know enough about this bit of psychological data 
to win the respectful assent of the listener, whose first 
response should be an excited sense of discovery at the level 
of human nature itself, to which the further insights of the 
gospel come as further discoveries about the real. 

It may be added that a pre-kerygmatic sermon might 
well begin with a text from scripture and at some point, 


' 4 perhaps at the end, become frankly theological. All sorts of 


variations of method are as possible with this as with any 
kind of preaching. What is crucial is the engagement of the 
sermon in the data of creation, as that which the sermon is 
“about.” 

Such preaching moves at the level of an interesting piece 
of reality, probably of human experience, and this means 
that unlike systematic theology or formal philosophy, it 
does not move at the level of organized cognitive 
structures. It is not, that is, like an argument which 
presents an opinion or attitude over against an alternative 
view. Consider how a good play "works" on us. The 
curtain rises to reveal a living room, and soon people are 
moving about, a situation begins to emerge, emotions come 
to the surface, a conflict shapes up. We are free to respond 
with whatever natural reactions we came with, and at first 
we see the play much as we see life, screening it through 
our relatively fixed information processing equipment. 
'Then something like a common experience is generated, 
and when the play is a good one, the action bites deeper 
into our structures and forces us to rethink the data being 
presented. No one has told us that we were wrong, and no 
one is now telling us what we ought to think. But we 
experience the rare and exciting moment of revising our 
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ordinary operating notions about life, free to do so in the 
enclosed safety of the theater, and within the protected 
limits set by the play. 

The significance of this procedure for pre-kerygmatic 
preaching is that it gives us a model of a nonadversary 
method for enabling a person to revise just those cognitive 
structures that are most tightly woven. Preaching has 
strong overtones of being an adversary action, given by the 
authoritative person of the preacher and the very place and 
structure of the pulpit a dictatorial quality which is either 
resented by the strong or unfortunately cherished by the 
weak. But the preacher should not preach like a lord 
chancellor. Preaching is essentially a pastoral action. Like | 
pastoral counseling, it is intended to help the person to § v 
discover the gospel for himself, and to make it his own, and | 
the obedient acceptance of an imposed faith is simply 
destructive of that possibility. 

Pre-kerygmatic preaching can be thought of as a strategy 
for bridging cultural and linguistic gaps, but it may have its 
greatest usefulness as a way of speaking to Rokeach's closed 
mind. The closed person has an unhealthy dependence 
upon authorities; he wants them to tell him what to think, 
and he expects an authority to speak with clarity, simplic- 
ity, and power. One might think that only a simple 
kerygmatic sermon, full of clear teachings and strict moral 
advice would speak to such a mind. The key to such a 
mind, however, is that central area of "primitive" beliefs 
which Rokeach finds to be essentially anxious and pessimis- 
tic. As long as the primitive beliefs. remain, untouched, 
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any interpretive discourse applying the “gospel t to , life, must | 
conform to the demands. of the primitive beliefs about j 
human nature and the. external universe. How can the 
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Good News of God's loving forgiveness and providential 
care be heard if it contradicts beliefs that it is assumed 
everyone holds to be true? 

Clearly the closed mind is highly resistant to direct 
argument. Even the exposition of contradictions within its 
belief system does not produce modifications within it, for 
the belief system is not logically but psychologically 
structured. Beliefs are held not because they are true but 
because a respected authority has asserted them. Rokeach 
speaks of the “party line" behavior in which contradictory 
beliefs are never brought into logical confrontation and are 
held in separate compartments. 

A radically closed mind would probably yield only to 
intensive therapeutic treatment, if at all. But "closedness," 
as a cognitive pattern in which we all share, at least from 
time to time or when certain sensitive domains are touched 
upon, may possibly be encouraged toward openness if the 
beliefs in the primitive area can be affected. It is the special 
virtue of pre-kerygmatic preaching which begins with the 
creation, and which follows the model of theater, that it 
introduces living data from some aspect of life with at first 
a certain neutrality. Postponing any commentary, such 
preaching might engage the listener in a recognition of the 
data, in as much richness of detail as possible, with the 
hope that he might see a bit of life for himself, for the first 
time. Perhaps the preacher might not expect his sermons to 
dig very deeply into life and its meanings, lest he trigger an 
awaiting pessimistic verdict about “life.” The key to the 
procedure is to avoid threat, and to avoid threat by avoiding 
the presentation. of abstract. summary | statements, for: that is 
X where the cognitive system. is rigid. 
^ For open and closed alike, the ambiguities of the 
contemporary environment and the hazards of contempo- 


112 


rary existence place upon the church, and therefore upon . 
the preacher, the necessity of providing for people a 
renewed awareness of the sources of security. At such a 
time the false securities will rush in if there is nothing 
better available. There seems to be at present a tendency to 
seek security in intense emotional experience. In earlier 
times, it was understood that God was in charge of things, 
and any temporary dislocations would eventually be 
brought into order again by divine action. For our 
generation, many of those who believe in God find him to 
be in charge of personal matters rather than cosmic affairs. 
The obvious thing to say, and it is probably partly true, is 
that as man has become more powerful, God's function as 
the determiner of security has weakened. If man now 
begins to lose confidence in himself, to whom can he turn? 

At such a time, it is oddly threatening to be reminded of 
the ancient traditions; they can sound like the examination 
answers that we failed to give. 

Paul Matussek has written a perceptive essay entitled, 
"The Function of the Sermon with Regard to Repressed 
Unbelief in the Believer,” in a collection of essays edited by 
Karl Rahner, with the title The Pastoral Approach to 
Atheism.’ He notes that many nominal Christians profess 
belief and attend church, but in life they behave without 
reference to their formal expressions of faith. When the 
faith of the church is proclaimed, any latent unbelief of 
the listener is repressed, but it persists as an unrecognized, 
diffuse sense of the unlikeliness of the possibility of God’s 
existence and effectiveness in the world that seems to lie 
outside the bounds of legitimate confession of doubt. I can 
admit that I doubt, but I dare not admit that the whole 
enterprise may be untrue. 

Clearly not all such unbelief is repressed; churches 
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contain their vocal village atheists, and even clergy can 
courageously raise the truth question in radical form. But 
the usual appeal, if the issue is raised, is to the miracles, as 
revelation, incarnation, resurrection. As Barth said, "The 
fixed point from which all preaching starts is the fact that 
God has revealed himself, and this means that the Word 
has become flesh; God has assumed human nature; in 
Christ he has taken on himself fallen man." 8 Far into the 
age of secularism, the church takes belief as the norm, and 
belief that is formulated in metaphysical terms difficult for 
this age to grasp. It would be natural if that were to 
produce nominal acceptance of doctrines of transcendence, 
together with repressed unbelief, in many who would 
welcome the exposure and resolution of the contradiction. 

It might be possible that further explorations into the 
/potential of pre-kerygmatic preaching could produce ser- 
| mons that could speak to such repressed unbelief. Such 
| sermons might introduce believers to an examination of the 
,ways that the religious impulse operates in man, giving 
* special attention to the great events of life that awaken the 
imagination, and that over the ages have been the substance 
from which myth is formed. Pre-kerygmatic theology 
might well look like a “general theory of religion,” shaped 
so that the unbeliever that lives in contemporary man 
might be enabled to generate as if from a point of basic 
origin a religion which could become, in its proper time, 
ready to hear the gospel, and to complete its speculations 
with truth greater than its wildest hopes. 

In 1942 a book was published that celebrated the 
emergence of a new era in philosophy: Philosophy in a New 
Key, by Susanne Langer? The author spoke of the 
importance to philosophy of asking the right questions. “A 
philosophy is characterized more by the formulation of its 
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problems than by its solution of them. Its answers establish 
an edifice of facts; but its questions make the frame in. 
which its picture of facts is plotted." ° The new question 
for philosophy in the twentieth century, the “new key" into 
which its perennial questions may be creatively transposed, 
Dr. Langer defined by “the fundamental notion of symboli- 
zation—mystical, practical, or mathematical . . ." 


In it lies a new conception of "mentality," that may 
illumine questions of life and consciousness, instead of 
obscuring them as traditional "scientific methods" have 
done. If it is indeed a generative idea, it will beget tangible 
methods of its own, to free the deadlocked paradoxes of 
mind and body, reason and impulse, autonomy and law, 
and will overcome the checkmated arguments of an earlier 
age by discarding their very idiom and shaping their 
equivalents in more significant phrases." 


Man is the creature who represents his world symbolically, 
capable of bringing the immediate stimulus or the instinc- 
tive demand into the openness of consciousness. She found 
that the philosophical preoccupation with symbols has 
movec along two distinct courses. One has been that of 
logic and the theory of knowledge. “The other takes us in 
the opposite direction—to psychiatry, the study of emo- 
tions, religion, fantasy, and everything but knowledge. Yet 
in both we have a central theme: the human response, as a 
constructive, not a passive thing." " 

For theology, and especially for natural theology, Dr. 
Langer's new key seems indeed to be a generative idea, and 
while the theologian may wince a little at seeing religion 
linked (again) with fantasy in a category that excludes 
"knowledge," he hears a reverberation between symboliza- 
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tion, the new key for philosophy, and a possible new key 
for theology. For like philosophy, theology is the extreme 
and most complex example of a process characteristic of all 
life: the absorbing of information by the organism from its 
environment, making sense of it by means of whatever 
information processing ability it has learned, and searching 
for new data, for the purpose of maintaining and enriching 
its life and of coming to ultimate conclusions about its 
meaning. It makes the assumption, so absurd at first 
hearing, that the earliest tentative graspings of the infant 
may be thought of as of a piece with the speculations of a 
metaphysician and the meditative prayer of a saint. In 
harmony with the new key for philosophy, the new key for 
theology (and for the pre-kerygmatic preaching that links 
the two) takes religious thinking to be a constructive 
human response to reality. 

Theology, like philosophy itself, has been caught in 
circular arguments and exhausted questions. Perhaps the 
new life it needs may be found in the examination of the 
process by which any and all theologies are formed: man, 
thinking, with carefulness and reverence, about those 


matters that we commonly call “religious.” The new key 
1 for preaching is to be found in "religion, " man's _informa- 
\ tion search for ultimates, the necessary pre- -kerygmatic 
€ discipline which (to use Tillich's Word) establishes the 
(correlation _ between life and gospel. T. Patrick Burke, 


‘contributing an essay to Searching in the Syntax of Things, 
states as his thesis: “From now on theological questions 
can be usefully asked only within the framework of the 
study of the general phenomenon of religion.” !? It is there 
that we observe man’s explorations into the great ques- 
tions: the meaning of suffering, the varieties of love, the 
structures of community, the goals to work for. The 
dislocation between the theological forms of the inherited 
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Christian tradition and the shaking structures of meaning 
of our secularized culture send us back to the elementary 
forms of the religious life, to borrow Durkheim's luminous 
phrase. We preach to primitive men and women, for whom 
the rote acceptance of great answers can bring no authentic 
relief until the great questions have been asked. Set within 
the framework of the liturgy, surrounded by the Word, 
secure within the community of trust, guided by the man of 
faith, the sermon event may be rediscovered as an event in 
which the people of this fragile planet may begin to 
understand how meanings may be found, and may begin to 
sce themselves as the people of God. 
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1. On Receiving Messages from the Universe 

1. As an introduction to “human communication theory," a good 
beginning would be: Frank E. X. Dance, Human Communication Theory 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1967). It has extensive 
bibliographies. A classic work is Colin Cherry, On Human Communica- 
tion (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1957). The general article by Ray 
L. Birdwhistell in the International Encyclopedia of tbe Social Sciences, Vol. 
3 (New York: Macmillan, 1968) opens that great resource to many 
` aspects of the subject. 


2. From Source to Destination 

1. Wiener's book was published by M.I.T. Press and John Wiley in 
1948; 2d edition, M.L T. Press, 1961. An article by Wiener, "Cybernet- 
ics,” adapted from the book, was published in Sczentzfic American, 197 
(1948), pp. 14-18. Copyright © 1948 by Scientific American, Inc. All 
rights reserved. Reprinted in Alfred G. Smith, ed., Communication and 
Culture (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1966), pp. 25-35. 

2. From the Sczentific American article, in Smith, op. cit., p. 25. 

3. “Pragmatism” appeared as the title of James’ book in 1907, with 
the subtitle, “A New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking.” James 
says that the word was introduced by Charles Peirce in 1878. 

4. For the mathematical theory, see Colin Cherry, On Human 
Communication (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1957), chap. 2, section 
2. This and an article by Anatol Rapaport, "What Is Information?" 
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which originally appeared in ETC, 10 (1935), pp. 247-60, will both be 
found in Smith, op. cit., pp. 35-55. 

5. The study by R. L. Dahling is entitled "Shannon's Information 
Theory: The Spread of an Idea.” It appeared in Elihu Katz, Studies in 
the Utilization of tbe Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 2 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford 
University Press, 1962), pp. 119-39. 

6. L. N. Ridenour, R. R. Shaw, and A. G. Hill, Brbliography in an 
Age of Science (Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois Press, 1953). 

7. Information Theory in Biology (Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois 
Press, 1953). 

8. Henry Quastler, ed., Information Theory in Psychology (Chicago: 
Free Press, 1955). 

9. Psycholinguistics: A Survey of Theory and Practice (Bloomington, 
Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1954). It was reprinted in 1967 with “A 
Survey of Psycholinguistic Research, 1954-1964,” by A. Richard 
Diebold, together with “The Psychologists,” by George A. Miller. 

10. As an entrance into the vast literature concerning mass 
communication, see Mass Communication: A Research Bibliography, ed. 
Donald A. Hansen and J. Herschel Parsons (Berkeley, Calif.: Glendes- 
sary Press, 1968). 

11. Harley C. Shands, "Outline of a General Theory of Human 
Communication," Communication Concepts and Perspectives, ed. Lee 
Thayer (New York: Spartan Books, 1967), p. 99. Used by permission 
of United Publishing Corporation. 

12. Colin Cherry, "The Communication of Information,” American 
Scientist, 40 (1952), pp. 640-63; used by permission. Reprinted in 
Smith, op. cit., p. 36. 


3. From Preacher to Listener 

1. Claude Shannon, “A Mathematical Theory of Communication,” 
The Bell Telephone Technical Journal, 27 (1948), pp. 379-423, 623-56. 
The model is given on p. 381. Oddly enough, the “channel” box in the 
diagram is not labeled. The diagram is given in a slightly modified 
form by Warren Weaver in “The Mathematics of Communication,” 
Scientific American, 181 (1949), pp. 11-15; reprinted in Alfred G. Smith, 
ed., Communication and Culture (New York: Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston, 1966), p. 17. 

2. A useful historical sketch of communication models is given by 


119 


F. C. Johnson and G. R. Klare, "General Models of Communication 
Research: A Survey of the Developments of a Decade," Journal of 
Communication, 11 (1961), pp. 13-26, 45. 

3. Robert E. Mueller, The Science of Art (New York: John Day, 
1967), pp. 30-31. Used by permission of The John Day Company, Inc. 


Á. From Data to Symbol: Models of Universes 

1. The Scientific American, 223 (1970), p. 44. The photograph was 
taken by Elso S. Barghoorn of Harvard University. 

2. A film of the life of the cell similar to our scenario (its source, in 
fact!) is “Life and Death of a Cell,” produced by the University of 
California. 

3. We borrow the diagram, modified for our use, from its 
reproduction in Albert E. Finholt, “A Society Shaped by Science,” 
Dialog, 5 (1966), p. 268. The diagram appears, in more than one form, 
in The Nature of Physical. Reality by Henry Margenau (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1950), pp. 85, 106. For Margenau, the “P-plane” is the 
realm of nature, and is variously called “P-plane,” “P-field,” and simply 
“Nature” (and lettered IN"). 

4. For Brunswik’s ideas, see Egon Brunswik, “Scope and Aspects of 
the Cognitive Problem,” Contemporary Approaches to Cognition (Cam- 
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1957). 

5. A review of contemporary theories concerning “abstraction” is 
given by Anatol Pikas, Abstraction and Concept Formation (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966). 

6. The literature on concept formation is extensive. To keep up with 
it, see the Annual Review of Psychology. Especially useful is J. S. Bruner, 
J. J. Goodnow, and G. A. Austin, A Study of Thinking (New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, 1956). 

7. Andre Godin, in Lumen Vitae Studies in the Psychology of Religion, 
IV (Brussels, 1967). 


5. How to Carve Up a Universe: Perception 

1. The best guide to Piaget is his own work, especially a recent 
summary of his ideas: Jean Piaget and Barbel Inhelder, The Psychology of 
the Child (New York: Basic Books, 1969). The major study is by J. H. 
Flavell, The Developmental Psychology of Jean Piaget (New York: Van 
Nostrand, 1963). A more simple approach is by M. Brearley and 
E. Hitchfield, A Guide to Reading Piaget (New York: Schocken, 1967) 
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in paperback. Piaget's ideas have been applied to Christian education by 
Ronald Goldman, Religious Thinking from Childhood to Adolescence (New 
York: Seabury Press, 1964) and Readiness for Religion (New York: 
Seabury Press, 1965). Consult Paperback Books in Print for Piaget’s own 
works. 

2. Piaget and Inhelder, The Psychology of the Child, translated from the 
French by Helen Weaver. © 1969 by Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 
New York, p. 3. © 1966 by Presses Universitaires de France. Used by 
permission. 

3. Ibid., p. 4. 

4. Ibid., p. 13. 

S Ibid pal) 

6. Jean Piaget, The Construction of Reality in the Child (New York: 
Basic Books, 1954). 

7. Piaget and Inhelder, op. cit., p. 51. 

8. Eric Lenneberg, The Biological Foundation of Language (New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, 1967). The quotation is from his article, “A 
Biological Perspective of Language," New Directions in the Study of 
Language (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1964), p. 66, which he 
edited. 

9. Piaget and Inhelder, op. cit., pp. 96ff. 

- 10. Ibid., p. 98. 

11. Ibid., p. 131. 

12s Ibid 4p t132, 

13. A convenient collection of major philosophical positions is 
provided by Perception and the External World, ed. R. J. Hirst (New 
York: Macmillan, 1965). 

14. An attractive and readable account of perception is given by the 
general textbook by Peter H. Lindsay and Donald A. Norman, Human 
Information Processing (New York: Academic Press, 1972). 

15. For the McGill experiments, see W. Heron, “Cognitive and 
Physiological Effects of Perceptual Isolation,” Sensory Deprivation, ed. 
P. Solomon et al. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1961). 

16. R. W. Brown and E. H. Lenneberg, “A Study in Language and 
Cognition," Journal of Abnormal Socal Psychology, 49 (1954), pp. 
454-62. 

17. George A. Miller, “The Magical Number Seven, Plus or Minus 
Two: Some Limits on Our Capacity for Processing Information,” 
Psychological Review, 63 (1956), pp. 81-97. 
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18. For the "cocktail party” phenomenon, see Colin Cherry, On 
Human Communication (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1957), pp. 
27ff., and his references, especially to his own work. Also D. E. 
Broadbent, Perception and Communication (New York: Pergamon Press, 
1958), especially chap. 2 and his article in Alfred G. Smith, ed., 
Communication and Culture (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 
1966), chap. 26. 

19. N. Moray, "Attention in Dichotic Listening: Affective Cues and 
the Influences of Instruction,” Quarterly Journal of Experimental 
Psychology, 11 (1959), pp. 56-60. Cited by Anne Treisman in New 
Horizons in Psychology, ed. Brian M. Foss (Baltimore, Md.: Penguin, 
1966), p. 109. 

20. Memory has received continuing attention, with a burst of new 
studies recently. See chaps. 8 through 12 in Lindsay and Norman, op. 
cit., and the readings suggested there, for an excellent introduction to 
memory and forgetting. 

21. For visual perception, in addition to Lindsay and Norman, op. 
cit., chaps. 1 through 5, there is R. L. Gregory, Eye and Brain (New 
York: McGraw-Hill, 1966). M. D. Vernon’s collection, Experiments in 
Visual Perception (Baltimore, Md.: Penguin, 1966) and Julian E. 
Hochberg, Perception (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964) are 
easily available. 

22. R. L. Gregory, The Intelligent Eye (New York: McGraw-Hill, 
1970); Rudolph Arnheim, Visual Thinking (Berkeley, Calif.: Univeristy 
of California Press, 1971). Both books are available in paperback. 
Gregory’s book is a delight and includes two-color viewers to use with 
experiments in three-dimensional vision, and other goodies. 

23. Arnheim, op. cit., p. 27. 

24. There are many fascinating studies of visual illusions, and the 
references concerning visual perception will usually include them, 
especially by Gregory. 

25. The Necker cube dates from the work of L. A. Necker in 1832: 
“Observations on Some Remarkable Phenomena Seen in Switzerland; 
and an Optical Phenomenon which Occurs on Viewing of a Crystal or 
Geometrical Solid,” Philosophical Magazine, 1 (3rd series), pp. 329-37. 

26. Recovery of sight cases are reviewed by M. von Senden, Space and 
Sight (London: Methuen, 1960). In a “Frontiers of Learning Confer- 
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ence" (Lake Como, Italy, October 15-19, 1967), R. L. Gregory took 
issue with von Senden's findings; more recent literature should be 
consulted. 

27. For the Ames experiments: The Ames Demonstrations in Perception, 
by William H. Ittelson, together with An Interpretive Manual by 
Adelbert Ames, Jr., with a New Introduction by William H. Ittelson 
(New York: Hafner, 1968). This includes working diagrams. The 
Ames trapezoid window should be seen to be believed, and a good film 
presentation of the illusion is presented by Henry Cantril in “Visual 
Perception (Horizons of Science)," produced by the U. S. Steel 
Foundation, and available for rental, among other places, from the 
Audio-Visual Center, Division of University Extension, Indiana Uni- 
versity, Bloomington, Ind. 47405; film #ESC 581. An Ames window kit 
can be purchased from Edmund Scientific Co., 300 Edscope Building, 
Barrington, N.J. 08007. See also Explorations in Transactional Psychology, 
ed. Franklin P. Kilpatrick (New York: New York University Press, 
1961). 

28. Paul Riesman, "The Eskimo Discovery of Man's Place in the 
Universe,” Sign, Image and Symbol, ed. Gyorgy Kepes (New York: 
George Braziller, 1966), pp. 226ff. 

29. Reported by Gordon W. Allport and Thomas F. Pettigrew, 
"Cultural Influences on the Perception of Movement: The Trapezoidal 
Illusion Among Zulus,” Journal of Abnormal Social Psychology, 55 
(1957), pp. 104-13. Their work is discussed by Marshall H. Segall, 
Donald T. Campbell, and Melville J. Herskovits, The Influence of 
Culture on Visual Perception (Indianapolis, Ind.: Bobbs-Merrill, 1966), p. 
66 and passim. 

30. For Marshall McLuhan’s ideas, the best source is still his The 
Gutenberg Galaxy (Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press, 1962). 

31. Edward Carpenter, “Image Making in Arctic Art,” from Szgn, 
Image and Symbol by Gyorgy Kepes, p. 221. Reprinted with permission 
of the publisher. Copyright © 1966 by Gyorgy Kepes. 

32. Ibid., p. 218. 

33. Ibid., p. 214. 

34. On perspective in art and its relationship to culture, see Erwin 
Panofsky, Early Netherlandish Painting (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1954) and Renaissance and Renascences in Western Art 
(1960); John White, “Developments in Renaissance Perspective,” 
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Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 12 (1949), pp. 58-79, 
and 14 (1951), pp. 42-69; William J. Ivins, Art and Geometry 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1946); E. H. Gombrich, 
Art and Illusion (New York: Pantheon, 1960). 

35. J. Bagby, “A Cross-Cultural Study of Perceptual Dominance in 
Binocular Rivalry,” Journal of Abnormal Social Psychology, 54 (1957), pp. 
331-34. A review of such studies is given by Henri Jajfel, The Handbook 
of Social Psychology, Vol. III, ed. Gardner Lindzey and Elliot Aronson 
(2d ed.; Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1969), pp. 369-70. 

36. See M. D. Vernon, The Psychology of Perception (Baltimore, Md.: 
Penguin, 1962), chap. 11. 

37. Reported by John R. Frederiksen, “Cognitive Factors in the 
Recognition of Ambiguous Auditory and Visual Stimuli,” Journal of 
Personal and Social Psychology, 7. (1967), pp. 1f. 

38. See Edward Engel, “Binocular Methods in Psychological 
Research,” Explorations in Transactional Psychology, ed. Franklin P. 
Kilpatrick (New York: New York University Press, 1970), p. 303. 

39. Reported in V. I. Pudovkin, Film Technique and Film Acting 
(London, 1954). 

40. A short account is given by Robert Rosenthal in American 
Behavioral Scientist, 10 (1967) and a more extended one in his Pygmalion 
in the Classroom (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1968). 


6. How to Carve Up a Universe: Cognition 

1. As one discussion of naming, there is Roger Brown, “How Shall a 
Thing Be Called?” Language, ed. R. C. Oldfield and J. C. Marshall 
(Baltimore, Md.: Penguin, 1968), pp. 82-91; also Roger Brown, Words 
and Things (Chicago: Free Press, 1958). 

2. Jerome S. Bruner and Rose R. Oliver, “Development of 
Equivalence Transformations in Children," a monograph of the Society 
for Research in Child Development, 28 (1963) (Whole No. 86), pp. 
125-41. Reprinted in Readings in the Psychology of Cognition, ed. Richard 
C. Anderson and David P. Ausubel (New York: Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston, 1966), pp. 415-34. 

3. For the object sorting test, see D. Rapaport, M. Gill, and R. 
Schafer, Diagnostic Psychological Testing (Chicago: Year Book Publish- 
ers, 1945). It is discussed by Paul W. Pruyser in his Dynamic Psychology 
of Religion (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), pp. 76ff. A paper and 
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pencil form of the test has been prepared by H. N. Sloane, "The 
Generality and Construct Validity of Equivalence Range," unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, on file, Pennsylvania State University library. 

4. Donald R. Gorham, “The Proverbs Test,” Psychological Reports, 2 
(1956), Supplement 1, pp. 1-12. 

5. On “hesitation,” see F. Goldman-Eisler, Psycholingusstics: Experi- 
ments in Spontaneous Speech (New York: Academic Press, 1968). 

6. On language, Eric Lenneberg, “Language and Cognition,” The 
Biological Foundations of Language (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
1967), with the appendix by Noam Chomsky; also, J. R. Hayes, ed., 
Cognition and the Development of Language (New York: John Wiley & 
Sons, 1970). Also useful is Language in Thinking, ed. Parven Adams 
(Baltimore, Md.: Penguin, 1972). 

7. Whorfs selected writings have been collected as Language, 
Thought and Reality, ed. John B. Carroll (Cambridge, Mass.: M.LT. 
Press, 1956). The literature of the discussion of Whorf is summarized 
by C. Kluckhohn, “Notes on Some Anthropological Aspects of 
Communication,” American Anthropologist, 63 (1961), pp. 896-910. 

8. Whorf, op. cit., p. 213. 

9. Joshua A. Fishman, “A Systematization of the Whorfian 
Hypothesis,” Behavioral Science, 5 (1960), pp. 323-39, reprinted in 
Alfred G. Smith, ed., Communication and Culture (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1966), pp. 505-16. 

10. Quoted by Fishman, in Smith, op. cit., p. 514. Reproduced by 
permission of the American Anthropological Association from Memoir 
79 of the American Anthropological Association (1954), pp. 106-23. 
See Charles F. Hockett, A Course in Modern Linguistics (New York: 
Macmillan, 1958). 

11. Reported by Leonard Schatzman and Anselm Strauss, “Social 
Class and Modes of Communication,” American Journal of Sociology, 60 
(1955), pp. 329-38, and reprinted in Smith, op. cit., chap. 42, pp. 
442-55. 


7. Tolerance for Ambiguity: Cognitive Styles 

1. A review of studies concerning the nature of attitudes is given by 
William J. McGuire, “The Nature of Attitudes and Attitude Change,” 
The Handbook of Social Psychology, Vol. III, ed. Gardner Lindzey and 
Elliot Aronson (2d ed.; Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1969), chap. 


125 


21. See also the useful collection of articles in Attitudes, ed. Marie 
Jahoda and Neil Warren (Baltimore, Md.: Penguin, 1966). 

2. Some notes on the history of rigidity studies are given by Penelope 
Jane Leach in Thought and Personality, ed. Peter B. Warr (Baltimore, 
Md.: Penguin, 1970), pp. 19-35. 

3. Else Frenkel-Brunswik, “Intolerance of Ambiguity as an Emo- 
tional and Personality Variable,” Journal of Personality, 18 (1949), p. 
108. The work is discussed by M. D. Vernon, The Psychology of 
Perception (Baltimore, Md.: Penguin, 1962), pp. 202ff. 

4. Quoted by Leach in Warr, op. cit, p. 29, from Journal of 
Personality, 18 (1949), p. 108. 

5. The Authoritarian Personality, ed. T. W. Adorno et al. (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1950), available in a paperback edition. It has been 
followed by many reviews and studies, especially R. Christie and M, 
Jahoda, Studies in the Scope and Method of “The Authoritarian Personality” 
(Chicago: Free Press, 1956). | 

6. Budner's work is reported in Journal of Personality, 30 (1962), pp. 
207 61 

7. Harvey's work is briefly presented in an article, "Conceptual 
Systems and Attitude Change," Attitude, Ego-Involvement and Change, 
ed. Carolyn W. Sherif and Muzafer Sherif (New York: John Wiley & 
Sons, 1968), chap. 11, and more extensively in Motivation and Social 
Interaction, which he edited (New York: Ronald Press, 1963). 

8. Harvey in Sherif and Sherif, op. cit, pp. 105-6. Used by 
permission. 

9. An expanded version of these ideas is presented by Harvey in 
Motivation and Social Interaction, p. 116. 

10. Milton Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind (New York: Basic 
Books, 1960). A review of nearly a decade of studies of the Rokeach 
work was made by Ralph B. Vacchiano, Paul S. Strauss, and Leonard 
Hockman, “The Open and Closed Mind: A Review of Dogmatism,” 
The Psychological Bulletin, 71 (1969), pp. 261-73. 

11. Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind, © 1960 by Basic Books, Inc., 
Publishers, New York, p. 14. Used by permission. 

12. Ibid., p. 35. 

13. Ibid., pp. 7-8. 

14. Ibid., p. 41. 

15. Ibid., pp. 69-70. ` 


126 


16. Ibid., p. 67. 

17. Ibid., p. 57. 

18. Ibid., p. 66. 

19. Ibid., pp. 73ff. 

20. In Lindzey and Aronson, op. cit., Vol. V, chap. 44. 


8. Cognitive Tuning: Preaching in a New Key 

1. The first edition (1918) was rewritten. A brief account of Barth's 
"pilgrimage" is given by Arnold B. Come, An Introduction to Bartb's 
Dogmatics for Preachers (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1963), 
especially p. 36. 

2. From The Preaching of the Gospel by Karl Barth, p. 9. Translated by 
B. E. Hooke. Published in the U.S.A. by The Westminster Press, 1963. 
English translation © S.C.M. Press, Ltd., 1963. Used by permission. 

3. Ibid., p. 16. 

4. Nebreda position is given in his book, Kerygma zm Crisis? 
(Chicago: Loyola University Press, 1965), and in an article, "The 
Preparation of the Message," Lumen Vitae, 16 (1961), pp. 399-416. 

5. The phrase is from Ninian Smart, Prospect for Metaphysics, ed. I. T. 
Ramsey (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1961). I have taken it from the 
essay by Howard Root, Soundings, ed. Alec R. Vidler (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1962), p. 3. 

6. Running in parallel with many of these ideas is Fred B. Craddock, 
As One Without Authority (Enid, Okla.: Phillips University Press, 
1971), which I have seen too late to incorporate into my own work. 

7. Paul Matussek, “The Function of the Sermon with Regard to 
Repressed Unbelief in the Believer,” The Pastoral Approach to Atheism, 
ed. Karl Rahner (Glenrock, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1967), pp. 112-21. 

8. Barth, op. cit., p. 17. 

9. Susanne K. Langer, Philosophy in a New Key (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1942). 

10. Ibid., p. 4. Copyright, 1942, 1951, by the President and Fellows of 
Harvard College. Used by permission. 

Hrubidopu25. 

12. Ibid., p. 24. 

13. T. Patrick Burke, in Searching in the Syntax of Things, ed. Maurice 
Friedman, T. Patrick Burke, and Samuel Laeuchli (Philadelphia: 
Fortress Press; 1972). pet: 


127 


eDUCATION READING ROGM 
499 STOCKTON ST. 
PRINCETON, M. A 
CORREO 


cloud tho E 


Clement W. Welsh, a native of Oakmont, Pennsylvania, 
is a graduate of Harvard College, the Episcopal Theological 
School, and Harvard University (Ph.D.). From 1942-57 he 
taught at Kenyon College, Gambier, Ohio; was editor of 
Forward Movement Publications from 1957-63; and since 
1963 has been Director of Studies and Warden, College of 
Preachers, and Canon Theologian, Washington Cathedral. 


128 





Princeto n Theological Seminary-Speer Library 


0 


0 


I 





1 











He, fi i DM n Alte UAI iene n 7 dirt 
y i Dx js i VAT tM ju ih i Pain n ntt Tra 4, 
j VAL D Di f TT Pus AN vr MIT finiti tut 
PRIM a "ll TU AP BANT D Vi Aa LT ADU 
(if 9 TaN OH ite Ail, ral n duit Vh, ji VUA jun di; 





LIUC un, th "i PTT 






































































































































Ti ; 
pi j Ai id MU Hh A "i uirtus y, UTC phy A 
TA Hi AUAM AAA 1n n UON ety eta pn f VAI T Vin i ib Ny d A Mint VEA DA apt QUIA 
^n ipao Num D, CMA i Tot Why yeu j MATT MH LA inte Mie nj, l 
Vp VA bn Mr jl Uys y /h jn, 21 Henge typ nau in, 
TE Mt Don i UT D DUO 447), PORTOLA aN ut idu ing ipit! ] 
pa HAV, jj! Wi Hy RUG AA pl A PU ? in "n Dao 
NU A CAT Po uly i AM ail ti Mu) Hat anat ny hy LAT nom ron o n [041 To yn ^n, Mn) Vim [EU i 
efte yn unt din Ant TA MT MY Sb Waban tt Sain t ho Ws UH TM i dh DN 1^ Oy Uren hint (LEAN At 
at dits ii d AA n a MY Hh ni em (i hi j LN pail Ari Ata rit, po jn VLA, DT Th y dri ^i NU thai he TIS A 
1 Jn TL Hh "hav ) FH UT i WN aL KE pai 1 D jd MS YU i 
WAT PHA hh Hay WA, in ‘ah j DPPOPO ^ put beth ab Had, 1 jit 
Nits My, i ii “iil UMP ^m oH iy ki POEM I tina, VELA (Ü n (LoT 
“ih i eh, j lj TOU 1 "Wi " ih Mau! dit rtu pos, KU puit / UT AU) Want ins ni Nab ly Mt dA 
i Ur i Di Ü nat Set J Wy M Ss VE ^ Prud ui 
Aa jh ^ Mit Mt Pu | iu Ail jus VM ; f, lid CT VE Ws A ry Mh T 
NU Van viii WEE AUT is i V VETE iili oT T UUM TE ur " al 
Um PME "t ral T un VIO ni ft CUO Ted ian j dod MIL 
Hey Vis A d yy 4, Hitt Ü Y af t MM n deu, VU j n m itj Jt Miki ug etl fis th i 
TIT QR LH M jl dit i 4 VOD E "n 
UF Hi PUAN OH d ty! OLD PU) WRITE 4 i AW ih, AAT DATIN ymy 
) aie i TU Haas H n UL D ALACRI M Mi ovo. Wit), LT Jis TAPA, LAM (DUAL M unn Vite PU A 
TV. qu tin tid Usa dU a je AATUN Nils rh te Tr V ADU piu "n THU) UU. [m i WO AT 
Apr ud T. VEA "d i tr n Wiig, if 
QUT. Ü f$; 
TIPO MU ad i AMA ij Mf Dh Jr ug 










vi d [ 
A ^ Ln jg (T hid yp i! Hn aM, by ^h 













^, 't 
D "HAE Ü Mt DU i 
1 pn Laan (TUI i i ATTA ih d) dtt Hui pdt "t Ara Po id uta pM dia iiid ‘ 
jn MAH Ü PA PL n N AN Men ily, DT ELE tis AI MET e HM rail on Hh ^i i intu lh UTD UU 
Mil E AL LAN ^ni, d ^q ii Vh npn HAT Ha conde Ait nb ini i TUR Mtb AA ii 
Mr jfi MIT i TODA ib Oh yi it 11. MP PA DOULEUR " 
; 











iy 
uH 











MODI fj "n 7 
URL VAM rur HUP Juan nt Pa IA Ü it 
(Ur M jn qn ʻi 
ji dt ij iy P pap aii DUM idi) Hitt te DU ET Ai SSMUS, qp EHI 
T fi 7 


VU tet ^n 3/5 DU AME MH UIS Mp, 
w n EE fides t idi Pia NATUS 





i, 






































































ius fn Vu MIA Iis A 
ily ety! ny (TO v, w di DOPO i [T M a“ 
Walia I UP. i tfi P i tra bite nha, } t P 
Uu S T tunt HA goth WOT o Pili mu) TUR MT Att Vui HEAD UTR MUI TP A n VUA i 
pt "ili Jj TRUM Ta BUR ML eai MALI A Aon Ff M SD UAI) LAN 
H (t (PI k; dA nta A en, as, ne 
m QUIT hi) Pu. HIGH Ait d, je HAM i uS vint ia m pA dut UM M nih 
i Zn! HW f AAA AEA PIT i A W e Ph D 
E UMS mtn ULM A ANG fissi i nit pint HE Eh a T Wn n 
jj " / D i 
e, (i iy We hii TG yall pid D Wi fai it i 4 j 
UD TAL ARA hain in ju qt DUM Wii ] 
Dy AU, a i ui UU eh Hae Mul al MMi Heat ait il ani DAAA 








AU E Thad 


TORTE 
TULIT 
UE 5 TM TAS 


ü 

an, IAN 

ts t Hn AH UAI QT 
AM iun Jh Anti Hau 
g Fait hà 
HDD ht 







HIA PUO 
Vadis ar 











TEM 
Anhieb auis Wr 


ai iuh UU ni jJ" (nn 














td 
IUE k 
TN 
A 
AM 


a nr 
Vt 
























^ DP 
PO HEA 


Ay slay Hom 


ut. 


















TAM T A alt 1 TT tj 
SA d TUAE UI 1t 
Hes ent Y frd 


hu 
WONT 
noted 


f i 
ai iy IA Pa dui Mug 104 dp thal 
Miri noy 
















he eu 
ij A 
ip Inn dist sra; 










































2 ays LOL TP 
iy, f VET f aT aad A yy Ae 
fei 12 AAT Y tt attt ird In UR : 1 
a ars oru dah hae auta H un 4, t AE 
j PTT UN 
Wi i Hay, P pd 
uet dion) P DOT j^ / f 
hatte ON Ta Me ie B DOTT VIT IRAN UU Vi ^ Ai Ea ale 





init 





yO TO 
EUr 





nani HEN ns dut 


/ " j 

4 ipis [2 M 
AT ( 

TERDUM 
d 













"in ae 


t LIU 
Ii LOU D ui aii 
hy 
ML AN ji 
AHA N 








CTR 
Upah 
jf 






DAY ae D 
DLE 





Ig tL NU 
JUL ea 

LORI 

Pano De 


AM 
Hp 



















Wis SIEGE 


i 
TN at I IQ V HUE 


4 
TU ZA HE MAL, 





TH utri 








4 
tel MN ath A 
T mo 


duit 
m Has) 
Pm D NUN 
"innt WI COUTRE 
















DUCTA 












Ts J 
ARTI ^AI. hi 
Hi; Patra Uy 1j! 






) 
(ti 
TIE 








ARAM: 
MAU i 






mi By M 
Hates Ht 





PANEN 




































NEHN 
ONEGIN, n i im 
HE "n qn Ind 





IM, DEDOS 
T wi 
Ah VIT DTE 


ba, 












RUM 





j 


tulih 
Tof yui t 


AUUT 
! ^i Md vun! DIA) 


YO DUNS 
Vira e E Os 


HP 































mm ^" i, in| 
LT Mt Vr yd 
ih M MUTA NO hy Hp] 
i hay Wh EU 1ij DIAM 
Un D Bee MA ty 
Pin teed N { t 
AK Ti mS V D h^ vn 
DM Het Pe i ith fh i ] ROT v m 





PATRUM ^at 





hihi 





HY Va jt thy 








Wi ath iy 7. n oy AM P, 
MAD n e dri M hy ATI i vt hh Pl M M A um UTI hn AY 
Hp ie! TUA rut vs TAE DEN ie Oi TY » hM A Vent! DATI UNA pi 
n 
























Ni MH VN UNNTA 4 RANT JU LE Aet 
V wn JEU Why DS aa AUER ane A 
du me eT E S i 
yi ULT VAI ih o ATA yt Í 
TALIA hy "hind DUTY 1 P ni LENT na anda Wi Du ia j ARLAN 


Uu 
t V D D ^ 
DIAM DNA TUM MI ^^, 







(TOL 
TUO ^n ATTUM an tie OX [UT UMA Lee 


X 
XX LAM ity 


MWh, M 
AA SN 





i PN 









, "n FUNI 
Ai. UO T PU " V is yi Hi Aah ur ea OTT n 
M n P GL M cT 





AA VACUA HN LOUPE 


